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4 Grammatical Definition ^ 

(e) Finally, a word on specific aims and main preoccupations in the present study. First, 
isolating different aspects of a grammatical question of rare complexity, a protean and 
elusive subject, and marshalling the evidence for its resolution. Secondly, getting a 
glimpse of the mechanism of NOUN determination : I feel this to be one of those 
elusive “secret gardens” that must be, so to speak, looked at aslant to be properly seen, 
and evade direct approach: I believe that in the grammatical properties of PNs we have a 
kind of “door in the wall”, perhaps the best starting-point for obtaining an insight into 
this deep issue, a very difficult set of phenomena that is perhaps the core of all textual 
syntagmatic relationship; I attempt here a broader definition of the catchment area for 
this question as well as an approach from a different angle. Thirdly, I would here join 
issue with exponents of certain issues of DESCRIPTIVE METHOD , with methodologi¬ 
cal and metatheoretical assumptions, to do more specifically with the structuralist 
undertaking to define and outline a grammatical (sub-)system, putting a central set of 
grammatical phenomena into structural perspective, picking, so to speak, at the confu¬ 
sion and exploring our ignorance: debate must not only include, but commence with 
argument over principle and theory. Two procedural points are crucial in this connec¬ 
tion. (1) I would readily run the risk of my treatment being considered myopically 
detailed, rather than aiming at uncovering a panoramic master-plan. When one tries to 
piece together the facts in such a complex matter, there are no a priori minutiae; no piece 
of information can be considered trivial, in setting out the evidence. A mise en question of 
even remotely relevant established opinions and terminology is often unavoidable. (2) 
The difference in attitude between statements and claims made for Coptic (as a specimen 
of “the other languages”) and “European-universalistic” statements is not trivial or 
incidental, and has an immediate bearing on the descriptive account (this is one of the two 
major differences between KALVERKAEMPER’s approach and my own, the other being the 
conception of the linguist’s task vis a. vis grammatical phenomenology — in my view, to 
attempt a decoding understanding of the signal-system). 


0.2 The theory of proper names (1): grammatical definition 

The quest for a grammatical (as distinct from pragmatic or semantic) definitive charac¬ 
terization of the PN constitutes a primary raison d'etre of the present work. As regards 
summary definitions, especially the kind that claims universal validity, we hardly find a 
variety of viewpoints: 

(a) PN syntax being conventionally subsumed in exposition under article syntax, the PN 
is defined as a matter of consensus syntactically by a characteristic incompatibility with 
determinators (see in detail below, 0.2.1). Consider COSERIU *s structural characteriza¬ 
tion (1975:250), one of the best: “Der Eigenname (ist) formel durch das negative Mor- 
phem der Indetermination gekennzeichnet”; earlier HODLER’s “Artikelhindernis” or 

Coptic. However, I have occasionally found constrastive observation to be illuminating. 
(When Coptic agrees with the Greek, the value of the evidence for Coptic grammar is lower, 
but in no way negligible.) 
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(c) Urgent desiderata , which ought to precede any grammatical treatment of the Coptic 
PN, are studies of the internal structure of PNs, their chronological and geographic- 
dialectal distribution, their various sources, the manner of their incorporation in and * 
significance for the web of Coptic culture — all following upon an accurate reasoned 
LISTING of PNs. Here, as in so many other respects, Coptic suffers undeserved neglect 
in comparison with its two historically and culturally contiguous associates, namely 
pre-Coptic Egyptian and Hellenistic Greek, koine and Atticist. The only scholarly 
onomastic collection (HEUSER 1929; the subsequent listing of 1938 was never continued 
after the letter Epsilon; see also BRUNSCH’s index, BRUNSCH 1984) was inadequate even 
when compiled. 

(d) PN grammar: research attitude?. The grammar of the proper name is usually found to 
be a badly neglected chapter in the grammar of almost any language, be it ever so cosseted 
by descriptive research. As a rule, it is swamped and all but hidden in statements of 
“noun” (to mean appellative-lexemic) grammar, and usually surfaces only a propos 
irregularities or ‘deviations* (meaning peculiarities) in the use of definite articles in such 
languages as have those; in languages in which determination is not signalled by articles, 
i.e. noun-adjoining determinators, even this expositional slot is wanting, and PNs are 
more often than not totally ignored. Being seen dimly and haphazardly, being summarily 
(and as a rule insensitively, if not wrongly) pigeonholed seems to be the invariable fate of 

. the PN, in grammatical treatment and disciplinary assignment alike. It is usually subject 
to sweeping generalizations, more often than not based on extra-grammatical considera¬ 
tions; such PN research as there is reveals, on the one hand, a failure to grasp the full 
scope of the question and carelessness for or unawareness of the subtleties involved, and, 
on the other hand, absence of methodological clarity and failure to ask the simple 
fundamental questions called for. Naming constructions , to take one instance, remain 
usually unheeded in chapters or even monographs concerned with “noun predication” 
(“Nominal Sentence”) 3 . Namenforschung — apart from the ever-thriving para-linguistic 
discipline of onomastic^ — has had so far overwhelmingly philosophical, logico- 

2 For some general references, cf. WERNER 1974:171 fT., COSERIU 1975:234f. 

3 Even in this case, the “classic” general as well asspecial monographs (regard 1918;SETHE 
1919; hjelmslev 1948; benveniste 1950; guiraud 1962; groll 1967; Callender 1984) 
barely touch upon the syntactic and functional peculiarities of proper-name predication; 
MAYSER 1934:17f. for Greek and JUNGE 1981 for Middle Egyptian are two exceptions. (In most 
modern theoretical and general discussions, usually generativist in orientation or influence, 
the PN is — true to the Dionysian tradition, merging PN and APP under onoma but illustrating 
“noun” by PNs — subsumed under “noun” and encoded “NP” = “noun phrase”.) 

4 Until fairly recently, the study of PNs has touched practically on all its aspects (onomastic- 
catalogic, anthropological-folkloristic, etymological, historical, geographical) but the gram¬ 
matical ones: consider such programmatic contributions as “The Linguistics of Proper 
Names”, by G. de Silva, in Onoma 17:92-136, 1972/3. True, from the Sixties on, we do 
encounter grammatical-theoretical discussions even if hardly descriptive in a structuralist 
sense, most notably in the German Beitraege zur Namenforschung , but, by and large, true 

1 grammatical-functional appreciation of the PN still falls between the onomastic and the stricto 

j sensu linguistic stools. (“Structuralism in Onomastics” refers usually to PN-structure, not to 

language system; (cf. de vincenz 1961). For a typical modern treatment see CONRAD 

1 
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semantic or pragmatic associations (note e.g. the contributions by Donellan, Gardiner, 
Hilgemann, Pulgram, Wimmer, Zabeeh and others listed in the Bibliography; consider 
also the ratio of semantic vs. grammatical discussion in treatments such as DEBUS 1966.) 
The very few purely grammatical treatises are either general expositions, setting out from 
and basing their statements on modern European (to a lesser degree, classical) languages, 
and are more often than not flawed by an inordinate preoccupation with morphology 
and diachrony, the twin inevitable constituents of the Eurocentric bias (consider for 
example KURYtowicz 1956, LEYS 1966, MANCZAK 1968), renouncing language-specific, 
detailed, systemic description; or else chapters in comprehensive language^specific 
treatment of noun determination , often fairly adequate as far as this aspect of the more 
obvious grammatical properties of PNs goes (consider, for English, CHRISTOPHERSEN 
1939, JESPERSEN 1954; for French, GUILLAUME 1919, DUBOIS 1965; for Greek, KUEHNER- 
GERTH 1955 and especially MAYSER 1933-4, and so on.) Naturally, if the language in 
question is not lucky enough to “have an article*', or if its “morphology” is nothing like 
the familiar morphology of languages in the “Indo-European Club”, the existence of 
special statements of PN grammar will be a matter of sheer luck. To the best of my 
knowledge, a structural, descriptive, language-specific investigation of the syntactic 
properties of the PN, focussing strictly on decoding analysis, that is on its signalization by 
features of its environment, is still a rara avis (an almost unique instance of a treatise 
approximating this approach is kalverkaemper 1978, which is, however, completely 
Indo-European- and largely article-oriented. One has, in fact, to go back as far as POTT 
1870 to find comparable attention given to the signalization of the PN in non-Indo- 
European languages. It is remarkable, in passing, that here too generative grammar with 
no or shaky empirical backing has spread its aura of smug, false knowledgeability 
combined with facile reductionism, taking non-existent preliminary definitions for 
granted and implying that “surface” description is a fait accompli and trivial to boot (see 
for instance SEPPAENEN 1971). The situation in Coptic grammar is, sadly but predictably, 
worse by far. Here one finds not even cursory or fragmentary discussions of theory, let 
alone structural or perspectival treatments. Nominal-phrasal — and, more importantly, 
pronominal — syntax has suffered bad neglect, predication (i.e. the rhematic verb and 
Nominal Sentence) having always been in the focus of description. At the most, PN 
syntax is referred to as a special case of noun (in)determination; so in grammars by Stern, 
Till, Chalne, Vergote; see below, 0.2.2. Hardly any attention is given to appositive or 
predicative PN construction or to PN expansion 5 . Clearly, then, almost all analytic and 
descriptive work and systematization remain to be done?. 


1985:45ff., where “the grammar of proper name” contains anything but grammar. On the 
other hand, the issue gets occasional if whimsical attention in specific reference grammars: I 
have found MAYSER 1933-4 (Papyri Greek) to be the most sensitive to the grammatical 
Problematik involved. 

5 The few brief observations by TILL (1961: par. 111-3, 356) are unhelpful or downright 
misleading. 

6 In the statements made below, I have not assumed Greek influence on Coptic grammar: this 
must, I believe, be proved rather than taken as given, all the more so in our theme of 
investigation: the syntax of the PN is nearly as mysterious in the Greek in question as it is in 
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GUILLAUME’S “resistance a Particle” (1919:18ff, see too 67ff„ 289ff., 307). The PN is 
described at length by the latter brilliant structuralist as having no relevance, as being 
indifferent to the tension between the representation “en puissance” (i.e., in la langue) ’ 

and “en effet” (i.e. f actualization in la parole): “11s sont en puissance une chose et meme 
une chose en effet, et dans cette chose, autour de cette chose une, il n’y a pas plus 
d*id6e$ v .parce que le nom propre, par definition, n'a pas valeur d’idee”. The indifference i 

to actualization (or: inherent/self-actualization, as is often preferred 7 8 ) is thus related to 1 

the alleged ‘meaninglessness’ of the PN, its primary conventionally postulated semantic \ 

definitive trait. In a structural or semi-structural approach to determination, the PN is ! 

sometimes seen as a zero-determination form* — fallaciously, I believe. No less mislead- j 

ing, to my mind, is the attribution of so-called indeterminability to PNs, at best as a 
telescoped statement of incompatibility. Yet even more unfortunate is the prevalent 
focusing on articulation properties as if these were (1) synonymous and co-extensive with 
noun determination, (2) a simple binary privative category featuring an ‘articulable’ term 
(namely the “appellative”) and an ‘inarticulable* one (namely the “proper”), (3) the sole 
— or even universally single most important — device for signalling “properness”. While 
there can be no doubt that articular determinators do play a striking, primary and (in 
many languages) immediately observable role in the properness-signalling set of gram- 
memes, the sheer complexity of this system, as well as of the noun-determination 
syndrome or complex of parameters (not category!), call for greater sophistication of the 
analysis 9 . As a matter of fact, the PN is neither inactualizable, nor actualization- 
indifferent, nor self-actualized; neither definite, nor ’considered’ (or ‘felt as’) definite. It is 
in fact no less than an actualizer in its own right, a pronominal indicator (I use 
“pronoun” advisedly, loosely at this point: see below, 0.5) that drastically raises the 
specificity grading of its referential environment. Moreover, the “indeterminability” 
claim — unacceptable in a structural account consisting of statements of compatibility 
and commutability (opposition), and factually inaccurate if put categorically and 
language-specifically — is revealed as a distorted view of things, once one realizes the 
profound truth of the structural primacy of the grammatically nuclear determinator 
pronouns and marginality of the noun lexeme (see 0.2.2). 

7 So BALLY 1950:116, braunmueller 1977:63; “eo ipso bestimmt”, wackernagel 1928:145 
(as early as Apollonius Dyscolus Syntax 1.112, “inherent uniqueness”). In the logico- 
philosophical context, y|jie PN is classified with “definite descriptions” (e.g. werner 
1974:174ff., BRAUNMUELLER 1977:109f., 113f.); “definite contextuality” as postulated by 
NILSSON (1979:120) for Turkish PNs: “Nouns and pronouns which due to their internal 
semantics are restricted to definite contexts” seems apt and well-suited to a grammatical quest. 

8 So, for instance, Jespersen, Palmer, Smith: see YOTSUKURA 1970:13, 21, 68. See POTT 
1870:113f. (absence of article as signal of PN!), meyer 1915:506ff., DE boer 1954:102 (“sup¬ 
pression of article”); christophersen-sandved 1961:184 vater 1965:210ff.; probably 
COSERIU 1975:250f.(“the negative morph of indetermination”), KALVERKAEMPER 1978:172ff. 
(“Null-Index”). Cf. also Kuehner-Gerth’s “Weglassung” (1955 I 462), kickasola 1975:77 
(zero in Coptic). 

9 Cf. algeo’s richly deserved criticism (1975:20ff.) The oversimplification is all the more 
reprehensible, seeing that the complex conditioning and distribution of the determinators 
themselves are by and large still unexplored in the structural terms of opposition, neutraliza¬ 
tion and role relationships rather than the prevailing “use”. 
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^identified”. There is hardly a noun, verb, adjective or adverb here that does not beg the 
^question of precise definition. Note that Gardiner’s formulation, unmodified, would 
g' a PP*y equally well to personal and demonstrative pronouns, and that Gardiner (mixing 
£' synchronic and diachronic perspectives) totally ignores the relativity of the alleged 
properties of PNs: no fixed and absolute criteria can be given, for the membership of the 
class. (SCIARONE 1967:76f. aptly criticizes this definition, without however resisting the 
tem Ptation of treating the PN as an entity, distinct from others such as lexemes independ¬ 
ently of definition). 

A similar objection of simplism must be raised to pulgram's definition (1954:196): “a 
. noun used kat'exokhen, in a non-universal function, with or without recognizable current 
i lexical value, of which the potential meaning coincides with and never exceeds the actual 
meaning, and which is attached as a label to one animate being or one inanimate 
object...for the purpose of specific distinction from among a number of like or in some 
respects similar beings or objects...” (cf. also PULGRAM 1959). Echoes of Guillaume’s 
thought (potential vs. actual, “label” role) are unmistakable, but other components of 
this definition are either too hazy (notably “non-universal”, “lexical value”) or patently 
inacmirate (“animate being or inanimate object”). One cannot help reflecting on the 
futility of “general” or “non-textual” (as against text-referred) logic, with innate refusal 
to see the language-specific grammatical Problematik involved, as a guide to the intrica- 
. cies of grammar — the universalist approach can only be referred to a “general lan¬ 
guage”; or avoid the impression that the quest for a qualitative definition of the PN, one 
based on a preconception of its difference in kind or essence, not in degree, from the APP 
— an ential and absolute view of the PN — is doomed to failure; properness can only be 
determined or grammatically measured by concomitant symptoms, by signals, and is at 
any rate a function of paradigmatic or syntagmatic environmental definition. 


(d) Earlier (ancient or pre-modern) definitions of the PN are rarely syntactic 11 , mainly 
semantic: “ kurion esti to ten idian ousian simainomenon" (Dion.Thrax) 19 . The Stoics’ 
tmoma (Diodes ap.Diogen.Laertius VII5l 20 ): “onomade esti mens deloun idian poiotita, 
noion Diogenes Sdkratis ” (poiotis is for Apollonius Dyscolus rather more than mere 
identity: see below, 0.3). Observe that for the Stoics, the PN is primary — the name, 
properly speaking (kurion onoma 1 ' ); pronouns — antdnumiai — are thus “pro-PN” (and 

t* 

17 VAN LANGENDONCK 1971. 

18 MICHAEL 1970:86f., 298f. (Tomkis, 17th Century: “Nomina propria articulos recusant”) 

19 SCHOEMANN 1862:77f. 

20 SCHMIDT 1839:37f.,43f., robins 1966:12,18. Varro, following the Stoics in terminology per¬ 
taining to nominal syntax, includes both nomina and vocabula in his pars appellandi. See 
ROBINS 1966:13f., 16 on the merging of the Stoic distinction back into a unitary “noun” class. 

21 On this original meaning of kurion , later distorted to mean “proper” (=“own”), see 
SCHOEMANN 1862:82 n.2, TOBLER 1 886:68f. This latter conception, deeply rooted in tradition 
and related to the systemic demotion of PNs to secondary rank under appellatives, is normal 
and current today (see, for instance, DEBUS 1966:6). (A Coptic correspondent to the Stoic 
conception of kurion onoma (in a gnostic context) seems to be jaeis nren: see below, note 74). 
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: (b) Another definitive set of criteria, relatively independent of syntax and pronouncedly!! 
j^morphologistic (mainly Indo-European-oriented; the flaw of egocentrism applies # 
i. jalbeit to a different degree, to the “syntactic” definition of article-exclusion) is the f 
paradigmatic categorial” one: absence or reduction of the categories marked (cf ^ 
KURYtOWtcz 1956, COSERIU 1975; this is pointed out especially for number characteriza- 
rion). This categorial claim too, suspiciously close to the semantic characterization of the 

PNs as meaningless”, is untenable unless further qualified (see below, 0.3). Moreover it 

is related to an apnoristic and universalist part-of-speech conception which, although ’ 
demodi in theoretical discussions for more than half a century — cf. for instance 
BR/9NDAL 1 933:219 —is hardly ever relinquished in descriptive practice. No less shaky, 
both in point of principle and in point of fact, is the syntactic definition based on a 
conventionally if dimly alleged incompatibility of the PN with so-called restrictive 
modification: see in some detail below, 2.2.0.1. 

(c) Almost without comment, and mainly for balancing the research scene here depicted, 
but also as a reminder of the millenium-old hegemony of logic over grammar, let me refer 
at this point to some recent, representative, extra-grammatical (logico-philosophical 
semantic) functional characterizations of the PN, many of which are contestable in their 
own frame of reference, and most typically beg some question of compound or compo- 
nential definition or other, or patently involve circularity: “a linguistic sign which 
imposes the least specified denotative conditions on whatever it is used to refer to” 10 ; 
’’referring to something without ascribing any property to it...referring to the thing itself’ 
not simply the thing insofar as it falls under a cetain description” 11 ; “(PNs) have no 
meaning... (they have) one-to-one correspondence between name and object” 12 • “(PNs) 
have no signiftS; (they are) indicants only” 12 ; (PNs are) “sinnlos gewordene Lautkom- 
plexe... vernachlaessigte Appellativa” (the case of PNs with no synchronic appellative 
opposition). The class meaning of PN is said to be “species of object containing only one 
specimen . (PNs) do not constitute a class” 1 *. They are “non-restrictive 
monoreferential” 17 . Gardiner’s essay (1954:73) offers one of the most elaborate 
composite semantic definitions, laboured and at the same time unsubtle and unsatisfying: 

A Proper Name is a word or a group of words which is recognized as having identifica- 
tion as its specific purpose and which achieves, or tends to achieve that purpose by means 
of its distinctive sound alone without regard to any meaning possessed by that sound 
r°m the st «rt or acquired by it through association with the object or objects thereby 


10 THRANE 1980:216. 

1 1 RUSSELL 0/wrfDONELLAN. Philosophical Review 75:302f.( 1966). On the “labelling” role of PNs 
see funke 1925:77, buyssens 1938:117fr.,TROCT 1965-60 

12 KEMFSON 1977:12fT. 

13 COSERIU 1975:241. 

14 Iabe?’’) RHARDT l949:M;TROST ,965:6 °’ f ° ll0Win8 Guillaume (“* sound-mark, not sign but 

15 ®r^1 FIELD l93 , 5:205 ‘ Cf : also the $ymac,ic and categorial components of his definition: 

(rNs) occur only in the singular, take no determiner and are always definite” 

16 COSERIU 1975:240f. 
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Richard I told you about”, “the only Richard here”); (2) the definite determinator may be 
anaphoric, marking the PN as textually familiar (“fein Herr] Meier...der Meier”); (3) the \ 

definite determinator, non-phoric, may mark the PN for a deixis that is extratextrual 1 

(“paradigmatic”), e.g. affective (“la Piaf”, “II Caruso”, “der Fritz” — the last familiar, 
even slightly contemptuous) (4) the determinator, definite or indefinite-quantifying, may 
deproperize the PN, by characterizing it as an occupant of the the post-determinator 
lexemic slot (“three Rembrandts”, “a Daniel” “du Sagan”). The incidence of these 
functions is to an extent dependent on the disparity within the major groupings of PNS, 
personal names, divine names, place-names, calendar names (to choose but the more 
striking) all have their own idiosyncrasies 26 . In a signalization analysis, however, this set 
of functions becomes enti rely clear with the realization that the determinator, not the PN, 
is the prime (nuclear) grammatical constituent of the PN-phrase, the segment which is 
integrated in the texture: phoric (I, 2) or non-phoric (3, 4), it is the determinator 
grammeme which signals the “role” of the whole syntagm, which taken in isolation 
means no more than the (one who is called) X” or “ “some one/thing(pertaining to the 
name) X”. (Incidently, zero determination of an APP properizes it generically 27 , see 1.1 
below) 

(c) The intriguing case of the “possessed PN” calls for further refinement of the analysis. 

First, for the basic query regarding the possible semantics of “possessing a name”; in 
both predicative 28 and attributive statuses, appellative possession differs from PN- 
possession in this respect, and accordingly in some formal points. Secondly, a decisive 
language-specific factor that enters here is the relation — paradigmatic (in English, 

French, German, Welsh, Biblical Hebrew, Arabic 29 ) or syntagmatic (in Egyptian and 

26 Cf.COSERiU 1975:247(with n.44),JESPERSEN 1954:474f.;LE bidois 1967Chapter II passim; on 
Greek divine names and place-names, see gildersleeve 1903:541,547ff.,M ayser 1933:21fT., 

25fT., 76f. (with extensive literature), kuehner-gerth 1955 I p.600, turner 1963:165ff. 

( Despite the pundits it was largely a matter of individual caprice even in class. Greek”), 
BLAss-debrunner-rehkopf 1984: par. 260f.(on “God” in German, already adelung 
1781:592.). Typically to his methodological frame of reference, seppaenen (1971:330ff.) 
distinguishes semantic sub-kinds of‘the’, not of PNs;sodoes Vater(1965). For determination 
functions of German PNs, see adelung 1781 parr. 591-3, motsch 1966:61f.,GLiNZ 1973:269 
(“Eigennamen, die in guDeutsch keinen Artikel haben”). 

27 Whereas definite determination may properize an APP specifically (the type ‘Lemoine*, 

Coptic tagape : see 0.2.2d). This distinction between specific and generic PNs is important and 
with considerable grammatical consequences. However, some modern languages reveal the 
distinctive non-pertinence of the definite article in non-personal PNs with an appellative- 
homonymic component: witness theflottement in newspaper naming (“[the] Evening Stand¬ 
ard, ”[ le] Nouvel Observateur”). 

28 A case like {Richard III IV iv, Margaret) “I had an Edward, till a Richard killed him. I had a 
Harry, till a Richard killed him...”, the de-properizing first determinators (“a man/someone 
called... ), together with the separate overruling factors of stylistic syntax, may account for the 
second. 

29 See RECKENDORFF 1921: par.108.3. To my knowledge, no instance in Biblical Hebrew (cf. 

KOENIG 1897: parr, 280 g-i, 282b, 285h for the paraphrasing of appurtenative identification of \ 

placenames by adnominal (relative) prepositional phrases; jouon 1947:420 (“ainsi ils ne j 

peuvent pas etre suivis d un genitif determine...Us ne prennent pas d’element determinant”). j 
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interlocutive! see below, 0.5). Appellatives and delocutive pronouns are secondary 22 . 
This insight is strikingly corroborated in the Coptic system of grammar, in which the 
“true” name (“true” approximating “of prime grammatical operativeness”) is the PN 
and the “true” personal pronouns are the interlocutives; see 0.5 below. 


0,2.1 Proper-name determination; “possessedproper names 99 (general) 

(a) The set of grammatical phenomena usually subsumed under “noun determination” is 
in general seen as the grammatically central aspect and test of PNs: the PN in its 
“resistance” or exclusion of the article (see above). For the purpose of the present 
discussion, “determination” will be used in the narrow and on the whole inadequate 
conventional sense of category of determinators (articles, as expressed by their para¬ 
digm! s]) rather than the truer categorial syndrome of noun-referential phenomena, 
almost co-extensive with “noun syntax”. 

Determinators — non-zero (explicit) or zero (systemically implicit, with no phonemic 
“body”) are ACTUALIZERS (Bally’s conception and term, following Guillaume 23 ): 
they realize and incorporate the lexeme (a “creature of la langue”) in the texture of the 
linear parole — in fact, they themselves, being nuclear, are incorporated in the intricate of 
syntagmatic and paradigmatic relationships that constitute real language. 

(b) The value of the determinators in syntagm with PNs (the number of languages in 
which the two sets are compatible equals in my experience that of the languages that have 
a determinator category, against the conventional view of‘PN grammar’ — although the 
precise role and status of this compatibility is a language-specific variant) is not the same 
as that of determinated lexemes. In a superficial selective overview of the facts in some 
European languages: (1) the definite determinator may discriminate the PN in a set of its 
own 24 , when the PN is further expanded 25 and the determinator is cataphoric (“the 

22 Cf. Priscian Inst. gr. 159 “in proprio etiam appellativa intellegi possunt; in appellativis autem 
propria non intelleguntur”, on which the Old Irish gloss (St.Gall 29a) has “appellatives can be 
signified by proper names”. In the native Old Irish broad part-of-speech terminology, ainm is 
defined as “every substantial thing an eye sees and a hand grasps” — that is “nomen 
substantivum”, with no distinction between PNs and APPs, although the two terms, dilse and 
doaccaldmaiche , respectively approximating “propemess” and “appellativity”), indicate 
some sensitivity to the problem. See Ahlqvist, Studio Celtica 14:12(1979). 

23 BALLY \950passim (esp. parr. 117, 139,237; cf. GUILLAUME 1919, e.g. 21,24f; definition and 
specification, in BRINKENMAIER 1979:17f. 

24 Cf. COSERIU 1975:264f.; substantivation (Apoll. Dysc. Syntax 2.15) and thematization are in 
their turn functions of actualization. 

25 “The John I told you about” (distinctive), “the India he loved” (non-distinctive), “a Rome 
where the still largely unexcavated forum remains the Campo Vaccino” (non-distinctive, if 
qualifying), “the tall Mary” (opp. to the non-distinctive “tall Mary”), “the aristocratic Sulla” 
(non-distinctive). See (for some language-specific discussions) GROTKASS 1886:27fT., HUEBNER 
892:3-20; Guillaume 1919:289, mayser 1933:76f.; christophersen 1939:169ff. le bidois 
1967 par. 189, KUEHNER-GERTH 1955 I 60f. FLEISCHER 1964:376f.,DUBOIS 1965:77,SEPPAENEN 
1971:32 Iff. 
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INITE; (neutralized gender, which is however syntagmatically marked; maintained 
number) —ZERO (gender/number neutralization, manifested by feminine/masculine/ 
plural reference-fluctuation 35 . A separate transecting quantifier category constitutes the 
second major component of the determination syndrome: 


DETERMINATORS 

/^rthe^'Vpe/-(‘‘this- , ype/-( w his-’’) 

ow-(“a-”) 

0 - ("generic”, "lexemic name”) 

[ -it/m ("all”) 

(compatible being only those terms 


QUANTIFIERS 

ke- ("another-”) 
ou- ("one”) 36 

-n/m ("any, every”)) 
that feature only in one paradigm), 


(b) The pivotal point for the structural evaluation of the Coptic PN is its basic ^un¬ 
marked) mutual exclusion or incompatibility with the determinator category, defining 
the COMMUTABILITY of the two; the PN is an indicator, a parole pronominal, an 
actualizer in its own special way: see below. In the following paragraphs, I shall touch on 
the implications of some syntagmatic associations of PNs and determinators; paradig¬ 
matic relationships will be explored further below, 1.1. 

Ohs. The possessive pronoun, its nuclearity notwithstanding, does not belong to the 
determinator category (shisha-halevy 1985) and is fully compatible with the PN; 
po-idnathan , na-saoul "Jonathan’s (masc.sgl.)”, "Saul’s (pi.)” (2 Reg.9:3:9> just as it is 
compatible with determinators: na-pefson "his brother’s (pi.)” (ibid. 10:11) 

(c) The very rare instances of determinator + PN 97 (indefinite and demonstratives only?), 
with the former commutable for number, show the effect of deproperization or de¬ 
specification, i.e. lexemization of a PN by demoting it to (or, in non-dynamic formula¬ 
tion, marking it as the occupant of) the typically lexemic post-determinator, expansional 
slot rather than the typically pronominal nuclear one 3 *; the specimen of a type is denoted, 
rather than specific identity (fojf^ome reason, Bohairic exx. are more common): ou - 
ioudas nouot "a single Judas (a single specimen of the Judas type)”, nai-ioudas terou "all 
these Judases”, han-ioudas "(some) Judases”, (all from DV I 64 f.\ pai-dauid mberi "this 
new David (this new specpten of the David type)” (AM II 192), with determination 
correlatable to the expansion of the PN, see below; ke-iesous "another Jesus” (II 
Cor. 11:4). Quite different is the rare peei-melkhisedek "the aforementioned M” 


35 Op.cit. 145ff. 

36 From "three” on,, numbers in Coptic are noun lexemes, constructed like all others; this 
includes the high and low indefinite numbers (hah and hoine respectively). 

37 It is apropos of this and related issues that the PN finds its way at all into Coptic grammars. 
The most sensitive and detailed treatment is by chaIne (1933: parr. 254-270 passim). Uncha¬ 
racteristically, Stern ignores the special grammar of PNs almost completely (but then, noun 
syntax in general is definitely the weaker side of his description); See also TILL 1961 par. 
94f., also 170,231. 

38 STElNTHAL-MiSTELPs (1893:271) insightful "Im Koptischen macht Substantive und Substanti- 
vierungen der Artikel...am meisten kenntlich” acquires here an additional deeper meaning. 
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Coptic, Greek, Italian, Israeli Hebrew etc.) — of the possessor-markers with the deter* 
minators. Thirdly, PN-possession in address status has a different value from, say. 
possessed PNs in narrative 30 : in the former case, the possessive is really an address-focus 
mark (cf. the definite article, "situation-deictic”, in the Coptic "vocative”, see below) and 
not a pertinent signifiant of appurtenance or affiliation. 

Obs. Definite-determinated personal names in Greek deserve a brief special mention, 
because of the contrastive interest and as a specimen case study. It would seem that the 
functional puzzle involved has not as yet found a satisfactory solution: the definite article 
is variously held to mark the PN as anaphoric/deictic or cataphoric, to lend it an air of 
emphasis, of familiarity, even contempt, to mark uninflecting PNs for gender and case. 
Often, however, the white flag of descriptive helplessness is hoisted: "optional”, "capri¬ 
cious”, "unuebersetzbare Feinheit der Sprache” 31 — at best, attribution to the ever- 
handy ‘stylistic motivation’ (formal,, solemn, popular, familiar style). Two striking 
formal features which call for attention, seeming especially significant (in all probability, 
but two out of numerous others as yet undetected owing mainly to context-insensitive 
analysis and unstructural approach) are the decisive zero in address-status PNs (see 
below, 1 2f 2 and the use of the definite article to mark a PN as thematic (logical subject, 
topic) 33 . Of course, the binary determinator category in classical Greek (as against the 
ternary or even quaternary one in Coptic dialects, and the fact that in Greek we probably 
have a real zero before the PN in the absence of a determinator (not zero, but determinator 
status for the PN in Coptic) indicates a different determinator/PN relationship in Greek 
from the one observable in Coptic. 


0.2.2 Proper-name determination; "possessed proper names” (Coptic) 

(a) The Sahidic Coptic determinator, nuclear in the noun phrase (i.e. the grammatically 

operative constituent, the prime signaP 4 ) basically constitutes — in maximal-opposition 

environment — a ternary categoi^: DEFINITE (maximal gendennumber opposition; 

here belong the articles, the demonstratives, the so-called possessive articles)— INDEF- 

30 Cf. svennung 1958:412ff. In class. Latin, we find in this status even a possessed personal 
pronoun (Terence Ad. 664 “mea /i#"); in Homeric Greek, philos or phile (D 189,0 221); emos 
(Callimachus, Epigr. 46); cf. also ho idios with PNs (mayser 1933:74); cf. also LE bidois 1967: 
par. 338. 

31 BLASS-DEBRUNNER-REHKOPF 1984: parr.198.260. 

32 I believe WACKERNAGEL’s "explanation” (1928:143f) "es hat keinen Sinn einen Angeredeten 
ausdruecklich als bekannt und bestimmt zu bezeichnen” misses the whole point, which is the 
very absence of determination option. Besides, many languages—Coptic is one — do mark the 
addressed noun as definite, with a similar lack of commutative option. 

33 GiLDERSLEEVE’s observation (1903:122) a propos the beautiful example (Theaitetus 188B) hos 
ho Sdkrates Theaitetos i ho Theaitetos Sdkrates : "Flat and unscientific as it may seem, the 
addition and the omission of the article are often suggested by nothing more serious than the 
practical necessity of distinguishing between predicate and subject” is a real pearl of studied 
understatement. 

34 SHISHA-HALEVY 1986:142ff. 
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||XAct.l9:2iy 2 ; note the bracketing pke- in pke^iakobos mn-ibhannis] (Lc.5:10), “a!s^ . 

James and John”. In spite of pketitos etnmmai “neither Titus who (was) with me” ‘ r 
%{GaL2:3), which may be taken to illustrate an unmarked compatibility oipke- with the 
|,non-appositive relative expansion, see 2.2.0.1, 2.2.1.5), p- in pke- is not by structural 
I criteria a determinator, since neither of the constituents of the “syntagm” is commutable. 

% (Analogously to the pre-Iexemic “lexeme-premodifying’>A:<?- as in afr-pkesotm “he also 
^ heard’* 3 , we seem to have here a special modifier expanding the PN). Note that the slot 
^ following pke- also is occupiable by that peculiar subset of proper name, personal 
pronoun (only in Bohairic 1 pkenthok hok “you too”(Zoega 115, cf. ExA0:25) y pkenthof 
he also (Catena 31), and of course zero-determinated appellative noun, which recurs in 
the characteristic paradigmatic environment or “family” of the PN. Rather more rarely, 
instances of tke-PN and pke-PN, Boh. pi-/ti-ke-, are analyzable as the definite article 
followed by the distinctive quantifier ke- y “other”: maria tmagda/ene mn-tke maria 
Mary Magdalene and the other Mary” (Mt.28:l), pkaithomas, pkaiiakobos “the other 
Thomas, the other James” (Man.Ps.194) 44 . 

Obs.(\) A lormal/funetionai opposition between pke-r[ — J -k u:\/:.\n;/r\ <[_] = nil 

[“no article’! morpheme, bare noun lexeme) “the other...” and pke+0 + lexeme/pn{0 
® zero article) “ALSO...” would neatly match the distinction between the “no slot” and 
“no slot occupant” situations and account for the polysemy of pke-. 

Obs.{ 2) Note in this connection also pke-ebol “also outside” (Rom.4:16), prepositionally 
hentkeierousalem also in Jerusalem” (Catena 81), which bring home the non-indicant 
nature of this p- 4 \ 

(f ) Divine names make up a subset of personal names apparently lower on the sliding scale 
of “properness” as symptomized by their definite determination (we find here only 
names of non-Egyptian origin, however, and thus on the face of it a case comparable to 
the “Egyptianizing” article-homonym p-/t- y above, [c]): ppan- (III 189), pmammonas 
(ibid. 79, Chass.l 10)),pzeus y phermis (Act.l4:12f., no article in the Greek — in a naming 
status of the PN), tartemis (ibid. 19:24 — no determination in Greek, and therefore 
meaningful as Coptic evidence), tastarte (DVII 90) y piapollon y piermes y tiartemis , pizeus 
(AM II 73, 189: the phoric, fully commutable Bohairic determinator pi- (not p-) shows 
this to be a veritably determinated noun-phrase), psalanas (often, feminine tisatanas , DV 
1 3%),pmammonas (A II 36^1However, there is some variation in this case, even in names 
from the Greek pantheon, which may indicate differentiation between the god as person 
(no article) and as cult-name (definite, with the cultic object — an effigy — implied?) 


42 SeeCHAiNE 1933: par.254.2. Other exx.: Lc.23:15, Mc.9:12, Act. 19:15, Gal.2:13, Heb.7:9 IV 
9.20f. 

43 SH1SHA-HALEVY 1986:124ff. 

44 See below, n.140 for the compatibility of PNs with closed-set discriminating modification. 
However, in that case tke- would be nuclear, with the PN appositive to it, like the syntax of 
Greek hi alle (on the appositive syntax of Gk. alios , see kuehner-gerth 1955 I 275 A.l, 
BLASS-DEBRUNNER-REHKOPF 1984: par.306.5 

45 Cf. STERN 1880: par.271 p.129. 


(Heb.7:20, cf.6: \l),pai-ibzias phai “the very same I.” (DV II71,72): here we have an way 
(unusual in Coptic, but normal in pre-Coptic Egyptian) of marking a PN, by itself 
non-phoric, as anaphoric. 

Obs. The macrosyntactic (text-grammatical) implication of the anaphoric marking of a 
PN are evident, not only as a link (cohesion factor) but as a form of reintroduction into 
the texture: see below, 2.4. Two other syntactic means of “phoricizing” a PN, discussed 
below, are “pai je- + PN” ( 2.2.2.4) and the rare “PN + etmmau" (2.2.1.7d). 

(d) A homonym of the definite determinator marks a personal PN of non-Egyptian (i.e. 
Hebrew, Greek, Latin 39 ) origin for masculine/feminine sex (rather than gender!). Syn- 
chronically speaking, it must be stressed this is not the determinator as nucleus of a noun 
syntagm but an “Egyptianizing” sex-marking preformative of the “naturalized” PN 
which is not commutable with other members of the determinator category: piob “Job”, 
tsara “Sarah”, thelena “Helen”. This phenomenon (in no way comparable to determi¬ 
nated placenames, see[fl below), must be carefully distinguished also from the “definite 
article” as the first component of personal names, the second element of which is a lexeme 
(Egyptian-Coptic or Greek) 40 : pbios (bios “life”), tagape (agape “love”), trale/prase (rase 
“joy”), thatre (hatre “twin”), tparthenos (parthenos “virgin”), also the gnostic and 
Manichaean padamas , This is yet another determinator homonym, specifically properiz- 
ing as well as sex-marking (and thereby overruling lexemic gender). A possible alternative 
analytic interpretation of the latter case is hyperdetermination , the sex-marking properiz- 
ing determinator homonym (again, not fully commutable) expanded by a zero-form of 
the lexeme: t-raie. This would then be equivalent to non-onomastic cases like p-me “the 
true one” (ho alethinos, e.g. Chass. 59), or p-com “the powerful one” (e.g. RE 10 161 a), 
p-moihe “the wondrous one” (ibid.), and so on — me “truth”, com “power”, moihe 
“wonder” being all “feminine nouns”, i.e. lexemes that normally select a feminine- 
determinator compatibility 41 , distinctive of this case is the obligatory retention of the 
definite article in address status, (1.2). 

Obs . Paradigmatically (i.e., non-phorically) “definite” lexemes approach the PN in their 
properness rating, as GENERIC (NOTION) names (1.1c): tpistis tagape pna pdikaion 
phap tme “Faith, Charity, Mercy, the Right, the Just, Truth” (Chass. 183) 

(t)Pke-PN is a common syntagm resembling a determination+ quantification string, with 
the context-dependent meaning “also X”: auopkethomas nmmau “and Thomas also with 
them” (Joh.20:26), pkemouses “Moses too”, (Heb.3:5), tkehrbme “Rome also” 

39 SeeHEUSER 1929:92ff„ 104f., 109, 117. 

40 Thus, this is not the article “with proper names’* (pace CHAlNE 1933: par.295, orTiLL 1961 
par.95). Note that PNs homonymous to determinator-less APPs (of masculine or feminine 
gender) are almost exclusively of MASCULINE sex: raSe, dorea , zoni y ekdikia , noute, Sere, 
sophia , selene . For many of these we have “definite** variants (pnoute y pSire y praSe); also rare 
instances of feminine sex overruling masculine gender such as teret. In all, this is yet another 
illustration of the unmarked nature of the masculine gender in Coptic. 

41 SHISHA-HALEVY 1986:143. 
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culinc article in pparthenos “Virgo” (lit. “the (sign) of-virgin”) (PS 366, Keph. 167,168, 
173f.). 

Obs. (8) It is difficult to judge the functional distinction (of hierarchy?) carried by the 
formal one of definite determinator vs. absence thereof in the case of gnostic names (e.g. 
tbarbeld vs. sabadth ), a differentiation certainly worthy of further study. 

Obs. ( 9)Kronos , always undeterminated, is by this test different from other divine names 
(A 1231f., Ill 77,79, Chass.44, also Anc., Keph. 168 — alone without article among the 
determinated pzeus, taphrodite.phermes,pares). Again, this may have cultic significance. 
Obs. (10) Pdiabolos following the existential mmn-, i.e. in a slot where a definite determi¬ 
nation is normally inadmissible (IV 191, v.l. diabolos ), may indicate a devaluation ofp- or 
its fusion in a complex PN. 

(g) PLACENAMES are treated in this connection but briefly: they deserve special 
investigation as a subset of proper names with special properties and evidently call for 
further subcategorization 48 . A sample examination conducted in the Oxyrhynchite ver¬ 
sion of Matthew (ed. Schenke) immediately reveals this heterogeneity and the fact that 
they are different (lower in properness grading, see 0.4 below) from personal names 49 : 

(I) feminines, /-determinated toponyms: (a) cities of metropolitan dimensions or impor¬ 
tance: tyros, sidon, nineue, hierikhd : no article in the Greek original; “Jerusalem”, in both 
forms of the name, viz. the address-form thierousalem and thierosoluma ); is /- a pro-form 
of polis “city”?; (b) provinces, administrative districts ( ioudaia , galilaia : def. article in 
Greek), with /- the pro-form for khora “land”, “region”; (c) expanded names of smaller 
places (tbithleem nte -, 2:5; tnazareth nte -, 21:11 Gk. Nazareth tes Galilaias\ tkana nte- 
tigaiilaia Catena 109) i.e. the nuclear article expanded by nte-: cf. the def. art. + PN + 
discriminative expansion construction; (d) a solitary, for me unaccountable case: tbetha - 
nia (21:17, 26:6, no article in the Greek). 

(II) Undeterminated : (a) names for smaller places, such as towns, villages and suburbs 
( bithleem , kapharnaoum , khorazein, gennesareth, bethsaida, magdalan , kaisaria , nazareth , 
gethsimani): (b) Old-Testament, i.e. mythical-literary place names ( sodoma , gomorra). 
Note that (II) is overrulable by (Ic). 

(III) River-names have the masculine definite determinator (a paradigmatic representant 
of iero “river”? 3:5:6:13 etc.). 

This statement is still valid for the Oxyrhynchite corpus extended by the Acts (Cod. 
Glazier, ed. Schenke), adding, in class (I), such major cities, adm. districts, regions, 
provinces etc. as antiokhia,phrugia , asia, libue, samaria, phoinike , lukaonia , but also 
(Oxyrh. only, against Sah. Boh. and Greek) pontos , kupros and, instructively, hikonios 
(Iconium, capital of Lycaonia), tarsos (capital of Cilicia) and, surprisingly, azotos (As 
“Azotus and environment” an old administrative district? So in the Old Testament, see 
Obsl 3 below). In (Ila)add luda,paphos, gaza,ioppe,perge,bethleem,seleukia,damaskos , 
kaisaria etc. etc.; in (lib) sukhem, kharran, madiham. Note also the Egyptian rakate. 


48 CHaIne 1933: par. 256f., vergote 1983:117 (strangely, Vergote suggests this is “an imitation and 
generalization of post-classic Greek syntax). 

49 SecSHiSHA-HAU-VY 1983:317. 
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Consider pzeus e pefsere ares...ephaistos mn-apollon pkitharddos “Zeus or his son Arcs 
...Hephaistos and Apollo the harpist” (A I 384) or in the technical Ancoratus: pzeu?/ 
zeus,pdionisos,phermes, but (names less significant in Egyptian pagan worship) ploutbn, 
poseidbn, herakles , selene. 

Obs. (1) The cult-name stands in opposition to unmarkedly undeterminated PNs, an 
oppqsition neutralized in syntactic statuses in which the opposition CULTIC: NON- 
CULTIC is also neutralized: ou pe apollo “What does (the name) Apollo mean?” (I Cor. 
3:5), with the PN a lemmatic-thematic 7&x<P\mouteerofje-zeus “...call him (by the name) 
Zeus” (PS 362,364 vs. 356) vs. moute ebamabasje-pzeus, paulos de je-phrmes “they calle d 
B.(the god) Zeus, Paul (the god)Hermes”(Act. 14:12): opposition of name vs. cult-name; 
in address status: manikhaios “O Mani!” (Keph. 183, see below, Obs. [6]). 

Obs. (2) pek-apollon (AM II276,4 Mart.66) “your Apollo”: see (m) below for possessed 
PNs. 

Obs. (3)Divine names as SATELLITES: tnocnartemis (Act. 19:27),“great Artemis”.Only 
superficially similar is ploutdnios nzeus (NHC VI 75.15), = Zeus Ploutonios, Juppiter 
Plutonius — a compound divine name. 

Obs. (4) While the divine name, like other personal names, is expanded appositively: 
piapollon pithouot (AM II 245) “A. the idol”, piapollon piniiti nnouti, (ibid. 227; Sah., 4 
Mart.84f., 117), it is not surprising to find also nota relationis satellites, properly speaking 
expanding the definite determinator: pekapollon n-apsukhon “your lifeless Apollo” (4 
Mart.66 — the inanimate form of the loan-adjective possibly confirming the cultic 
conception in this case). 

Obs . (5) pnoute “God” (in Boh. abbreviated as a “nomen sacrum” phti, with ph - the 
so-called ‘weak’ article) 47 has a special homonymy value, of a unique high-propemess 
“PN” (antithetic to psatanas) as well as of a non-unique determinated lexeme “god” 
(commutable with ou-/hen-/n-/-noute). 

Obs. (6) Mani’s name in the Manichaean texts is pmanikhaios (abbreviated, as a nomen 
sacrum, into pmnkhs ), vocative manikhaios , titular etbe-kurios manikhaios “concerning 
Lord Mani” (e.g. Keph. 183; Boehlig’s emendation, Keph. 271, rbmegarnim neklektos 
w [MANIKHAIOSI seems therefore dubious); oumanikhaios noubt is “a single Mani” (not “a 
single Manichaean”), manikhaios sneu “two Manis”, manikhaios manikhaios “every 
Mani” (Keph. 183f.). In later (or non-Manichaean?) sources, Mani is manes and 
manichaios the sectarian name “Manichaean” (e.g. Ill 33,109: manes tnoune nmmanik - 
haios “Mani, the root of the Manichaeans”), vocative o pmanikhaios (A I 372), and 
accordingly of a different, lexemic lexemic determination compatibility. 

Obs. (7) Signs of the Zodiac are determinated, with the def. masculine article probably 
representing p-zodion: plebn “Leo”, phudrekhoos “Aquarius” and the significantly mas- 


46 SH1SHA-HALEVY 1984a: 177ff. 

47 See chaIne 1933: par. 268-9 on the (to my mind dubious) distinction of ‘weak* and ‘strong’ 
articles in Bohairic as determinators of Egyptian and pagan divine names, respectively (see 
also VERGOTE 1983:117). For the Greek gods, see CHAlNE 1933:par. 245f., 268f.; Chaine makes 
here the mistake of regarding the PN in this case as determinated, whereas the “article” here is 
in fact the very properizing exponent. 
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Obs.(6) The place-name expanding the prefix rm(n)- deriving local names, has, when 
definite, th tparadigmatic (lexeme-representative) def. article (unlike the indetermination 
— not zero, but "nil” article — of lexemes in the same post-derivational-nucleus slot 
[abstract-forming mnt-, privative at-, “nomen agentis” ref-]: rm-tarabia “Arabian” 
(Job.42:18), rm-tephoinike “Phoenician”, Mark 7:26, rm-thierousalem “of Jerusalem” 
(Joh.7:25), even p-rm-tpolis kos “(masc.) of Kos" (KRU 67 p.215); not, however, the 
photic determination: rmn-ephesos “Ephesian” (Act.l9:35, 21:29, contrast the phoric 
tephesos in the Acts, see above): perhaps not quite the same hierarchic differentiation as 
in other syntactic environments, but an opposition nonetheless. 

Obs.0) The deixis in tei-hierousalem “this Jerusalem” (Gal.4:25f.) is (unlike pei- 
melkhisedek, above[c] )paradigmatic-esophoricand not anaphoric,selecting one of the 
closed-set thierousalem: thierousalem ntpe (“heavenly J.”) and thus recalling the determi¬ 
nation of adam ([k] below). 

Obs.(%) amnte “the Netherworld, Hell”, is not determinated, but motivates (like its 
borrowed Biblical twin, geena , which even has a plural, Keph.223) masculine gender 
reference: amnte entafouon “Hell that opened”, A I 109; see below, 0.3b. Thus,p-amnte 
(opposed to p-aeibte, Boh. pemnt) is a lexemic homonym meaning “the western”, “the 
eastern., respectively; e.g. Ev.Philippi[Labib] 117, Catena 15. Pnoun" the Abyss” is in 
most idioms of Coptic synchronically inanalyzable, and p- in it not a determinator and, 
for that matter, only semi-isolable. 

(j) ETHNIC names, while compatible with the full range of determinators, are charac¬ 
teristically determinated generically, not text-phorically 51 : masculine singular, definite — 
pisrail “the people of Israel” (1 Reg.4:5), pamalek “the people of Amalek” (2 Reg.8:12) 
— or plural, definite: nidoumaios “the Edomites” (2 Reg.8:14), ngeththaios (1 Reg.5:9). 
Opposition between the two is encountered in the case of the highly generic p/n- 
allophulos the Gentiles (1 Reg. 21:15ff.). The rhetorical-affective determinator occurs 
in the masculine singular: pi-blhmou “those (terrible) Blemues” (Chass.84). 

(k) The main terms of the day are partly incompatible with determinators: Sahidic htooue 
morning , meere noon”, rouhe, raste: they are, at least to some grammatical purposes, 

PNs* • The usual absence, with occasional conditioned occurrence, of the definite deter- 

51 “Generic” (in Bohairic, whejjSit is determinated by pi-) on a different grade from that of larger 
“worid classes" or natural phenomena (marked by the so-called “weak” article, p-: phromi 
"man”, ptebnl “house animals", piafe “wilderness”, thrasoui “dreams”, see Gen.20:6,24:62, 
Ex.9:25)on the one hand, and ot collective concrete entities (zero determinated: moon "water". 
dik “bread”, Gen.43:31f, Ex. 7:21) on the other. 

52 The min syntactic statuses of this small, closed lexical set are: predicative ("it was dawn/even- 
»>*”). predicated by the determinator-anaphoric formal theme pe (“impersonal" in the 
“endophoric” Nominal Sentence, see below,2.3.0. lf.;e.g. Joh.8:28, AM II299); topicalized or 
untopicalized subject of Upe “happen”, in a tense-referred (conjugation-form) suppletion to 
the above (Mt.8:16, “when it was evening...”); as a premodifier (adverbially, in a “ casus 
adverbialis like initial position, e.g. DV II 146, 239); as expansion of pnau (with n-, “the 
time of...”, Lc.24:29)orn«c/ew(“morning/eveningof...”,Mc.l6:9, Lc.23:54, Catena 80 rouhi 
nnuabbaton “evenings of Sabbath” (lit. “evening of Sabbaths”), where n- instead of me- 
proves to be different from the “ nota relationis ". 
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(h) COPTIC vs. GREEK In Act.2:9-10 only the morphologically unmarked kime 
“Egypt” is undeterminated, all morphologically feminine toponyms have the feminine 
definite article (tmesopotamia, tasia , tlibue, tkurini corresponding to a definite feminine 
toponym in the Greek, tioudaia , tkappadokia , tephrugia , tpamphulia corresponding to an 
article-less Greek form);/wwmj is definite in Coptic, article-less in Greek. Act. 21:1-3 
( hrodos , kupros vs. tphoinike, tsuria — the first pair definite in Greek [the nuclear def. 
article paradigmatically representing nesos “island”?] ,the second pair article-less)and 
20:14-16 ( tephesos , det. in the Greek, see below; miletos, samos , mitulene , article-less in 
the Greek) indicate the existence of an independent system of rules in Coptic, a system 
partly overlapping and (in translated texts) perhaps influenced by the Greek one, but 
independent nevertheless. 

(i) In Coptic, a distinction between syntagmatic (text-deictic, phoric) and paradigmatic 
(lexeme-representing) determination, of placenames is apparent; obviously, different 
rules for the determination of toponyms apply in different dialects and texts, and further 
investigation is necessary. For instance, text-deictic (i.e. syntagmatic) determination is 
apparent in 1 Reg. Chapter 23 (Drescher), where the name keeila is undeterminated on its 
first occurrence, definite thereafter (in Greek, the distribution for the determination of 
this name seems to depend on its syntactic status and the preposition governing it). The 
BohairicconsensusforNum.32:5 has the anaphoric paiiordanes"this Jordan” for theSah. 
(Schleifer,BM Or.3579 (9) peiordanis. For the city of Ephesos, the Sahidic Acts (Chaps. 
18-20, Thompson) has no determination on first occurrence of the name (18:19), def. 
article subsequently (18:21,:24,19:1:17:26, 20:16, often against the Greek); outside this 
narrative reference chain, Ephesos is never determinated in the Sahidic NT (I Cor. 15:32, 
16:8; Eph. 1:1; I Tim. 1:3; II Tim. 1:18,4:12; Apoc. 1:11,2:1; in Bohairic, the name is not 
determinated in any case). On the other hand, paradigmatic determination is constant 
and independent of syntax (cf. tasia. Act. 2:9,6:9,16:6, 19:10:22:26). 

Obs.( 1) Unlike personal PNs, unarticulated toponyms are gender-indifferent, and have 
therefore problematic or ambiguous anaphoric referability: see below, 2.2.1.9b. 

Obs. (2) The voiced variant of the fem. definite article in 1 Reg. Chapter 5 (Drescher): 
dazdtos , a variant not occurring with APPs, may indicate different junctural properties 
and different analyzability of this determinator with placenames. 

Obs.( 3) Beside the determinators in categories (I) and (III) above, gender-motivated, 
toponymically proformal (representing t-polis , t-khora , p-iero), we find personally pro- 
formal sex-marking local-name determinators (“he-/she-of...”) before toponyms: /- 
rakote “the (f.) Alexandrian”, a feminine personal name 50 , p-gesirei “the Gesurite” 
(Jos.13:13, vs. prro ngesirei “the G. king”, ibid.), n-athenais (Act.l7:21, athenaioi ), 
n-korinthos “Corinthian”, (Act. 18:8, v.l. nkorinthios ); note na-istof “they of I.” (2 
Reg. 10:6 Drescher), not the determinator but the (nuclear) possessive pronoun. 

Obs.( 4) The points of the compass are definite, masculine: pemhit, pres , pemnt , peiebt 
(Chass.178), but apparently analyzable. 

Obs.(5) The Coptic for “the sea”, thalassa , is metanalytically indeterminable (as if 
“ t-halassa'\ or as a PN? Chass. 178), unless quantified (t-ke-thalassa, ibid.) 


50 heuser 1929:31,65. 
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minator (varying, in a distribution which appears to depend also on dialectal differentia¬ 
tion) deprives us at times of the primary signalization of gender: see/below, 0.3. The 
details of the “syntagmatic career” of these (and other time-expressing) nouns have not 
yet been fully worked out. 

Obs. The paradigmatic (non-phoric) definite article in teuie, pehoou “day(time)’\ ‘‘night 
(-time)” (e.g. Chass.15) is equally properizing (specificity-raising), 

(1) Coptic authorship titles of literary works 53 are either determinated prepositional 
phrases (i.e., prep, phrases expanding the definite article)— p-kata-iohannes, te-pros-titos 
(Ep.391,395), with the article a pro-form representing euangelion (cf. papostolos “the 
Apostle”, i.e. “the Epistle(s)”, /Mi381) and epistole, or the author name, undetermi- 
nated: (As is written in) iezekiel (IV m),apadaniel,apazakhariasmn-malakhias,pj66me 
(”the book”) apa ieremia (Ep.378-9), hrouth, ioudith, idb, esaias, etc. in an exhaustive 
catalogue of the Scriptures (Can.Apost.71); APPs are here definite (tgenesis, p-exodos, 
pekklesiastes...), and so, in Sahidic, are the Gospels: p-kata-maththaios, p-kata-markos... 

“the-(Gospel)-according-to-Matthew/Mark”. 

Obs. Scribal convention explains the Greek genitival form of proper names for titular 
attribution of authorship (preceding or following the text): sinouthiou “Shenoute s ^ 
(Chass.59), sinouthiou logos “Shenoute’s speech/sermon” (ibid. 19) or sinouthiou epistole 
“Shenoute’s Epistle” (ibid. 38); klementos “Clement’s” (Catena 10), ioannou khrisosto- 
mou “John Chrysostome’s” (Catena 9): a phenomenon of Coptic texts, not of Coptic 
grammar. (The Gk. nominative, as in sinouthios [Borgia MSS, Zoega 189 p.342) is a 
subscription form). 

(m) PossessedPNs: possession by a pronominal possessor, expressed in Coptic for almost 
all noun lexemes by a nuclear “pronominal cluster” of definite determinator+ pronominal 
possessor (alias “possessive article” 54 ) is thus a member of the definiteness categorial 
component of the determination syndrome, and therefore as a rule incompatible with 
PNs. ( Appurtenance , expressed by the pronominal preposition-alternant nta~ with - , 
serves in Sahidic in partial suppletion for indefinite or zero-determinated possessed 
nouns, which means, in structural terms, that for such possessa the opposition possession 
vs. appurtenance is neutralized 55 ). The only instance I can quote of a pronominally 

53 For literary-title determination in English, see jespersen 1954 VII 12.54, 16.37; for French, 
le bidois 1967 parr.97-191. 

54 See shisha-HALEVY 1985. _ 

55 It is worth noting that in the Sahidic New Testament, the rhematic possessive pronoun 
“his, masc.sgl. (‘ lesien ’)” (etc.), with the pronominal them epe(p&fpe “it is his”, etc.) is never 
adnominal to a definite possessum antecedent (“the ... that is his“ [relative] ,)but is doubly 
restricted, to indefinite possessa and negative predications (“a...that is not his : ou-/hen- 

empo= anpe/ne , e.g. Rom.l4:4, Heb. 9:25, II Cor. 10:15f. etc.). This means, structurally 
speaking, that the possessive article pef serves for the definite possessum (and affirmative 
possession), with p-eteountaff“ht whom (he) has” for definite possessa (and affirmative + 
negative posssession), while ow-... nta= “(a)...of his” covers the indefinite/zero-affirmative 
range. Outside the NT, we do find pkahi...ete-mpha-pharad an pe “the land...that is not 
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-tor (varying, in a distribution which appears to depend also on dialectal d'fferentia- 
^ deorives us at times of the primary signalization of gender: see below, 0.3. The 
ails of the “syntagmatic career” of these (and other time-express.ng) nouns have not 
been fully worked out. 

s The paradigmatic (non-phoric) definite article in teuSS, pehoou “day(time)”,“night 
me)” (e.g. Chass. 15) is equally propenzing (specificity-raising). 

, L- iitU' rtf litprarv works 53 are either determinated prepositional 

W 1 W 5 \ P with the article a pro-form representing euangehon (cf. papostolos the 
? Z J i e “ he EpisSs)”, L.381) and epistoie, or the author name undetermi¬ 
ned (As is writtenhi) iezekiel (IV 130), apa daniel apa zakharias mn-malakhtas^pjoon^ 
the book”) apa ieremia (Ep.378-9), hrouth, ioudith , i ob, esaias , etc. in an exha 
h * nf the Scriotures (Can Apost.71); APPs are here definite ( tgenesis , p-exodos , 
and SO, in S.hidic, „Mhn Go*.!,: r ka,a-^ko, .- 

he-(Gospel)-according-toMatthew/Mark . 

2SL 5SH-V (Catena » a 

rammar. (The Gk. nominative, as in sinouthios [Borgia MSS, Zoega p. 4 
ibscription form). 

"r, “possessive anide-, is ^ 

omoonent of the determination syndrome, and therefore as a rule p 

o For determination in English. *. .954 VH 12.54,1437: ft. French. 

LE BIDOIS 1967 parr.97-191. 

,1 ^CiSSeSah^ 

“his, masc.sgl. ('le sien')" (etc.), with the pronominal theme ^ « ’ doubl 

adnominal to a definite possessum antecedent (“the ... hat ,s h« ou . /h / n _ 

restricted, to indefinite pommm J'^TuTor to-, 5f . etc .). This means, structurally 

negative posssession), while ou-... nta- (a)...of hi .. . , d that is not 

range. Outside the NT, we do find pkahi...ete-mpha-pharao an pe 
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possessed personal PN is pou-adam “their Adam” (NHCII 89,91,120). I must however 

confess to doubts regarding the nature of adam here: such “^^LoS Adam” 
plorp/pmah-snau/pmahsomt =pkhoikos nadam “the first/second/th.rdf-kho c Adam 
(NHCII 111 117f., cf. Catena 79), or phae nadam “the latter-day Adam (1 Cor. 15.45) al 
i" ms " speak to a lower properness grading for this name, which wouU then be m 
keeping with a determinatorial exponent of possession as as well as with the semd ^ 

involved Alternatively, may this not be a case of a mythical generic proper name 

' Man-? (cf. .He eorLren. pou-,cme “.Heir ..." t «..«?]>• The =» <*«£*“*» 
“your Apollo” (AM II 76), a possessed divine name , even lower on the scale of p p 

ness”, is perhaps comparable (see[f] above). 

(n) The pronominal possession of a PN is. as a kind of suppletion for the exclusion of the 
nuclear possessive article, expressed adnominally - by apposition or a relative predica¬ 
tion of the possessive pronoun: pprm ete-ponpe" our Pan; (lit. “Pan, who is ours 1119 
ref to Panopolis-Akhmim. Shenoute’s native town), onesmos pete-ponpe our O. . . 

“O he who is ours”) (Can.Apost.8), 'Hekla ete-thoei “My Th.” (lit. Th who ,s mine 

yours?” (Gen. 48:8). 

Obs. Although one PN may be possessively affiliated to another (m« below, 22 3), 1 can 
find no evidence for a nominal (appellative) possession of a PN ( PN ot AVV ). 

(o) The PN as passes** in the predication of possesssion, expressed by the located 
existential verboids ounta=/mnta= (predicating existence/non-existence with the P P 
sition nta- “with-”, cf. French chez, Russian u). is often ^ her ' £ 
expanded) theological-terminological and metaphoric: 

Moses” (i e. the Law; Lc. 16:29), ountan-iesous mmau “we are (truly) Christians (tru ) 
belong to Jesus” (Chass. 120, A I 430,434). However, with an adnexal (circumstantia) 
expansion, the possessum is really the nexus of PN and verb neountau de mmau mpketo- 
hannes eflmse nau “they had John too serving them” (Act.l2:5). 

Obs It is remarkable that the predicative possession of the special lexeme ™ “ na ™’’ * 
not expressed by mans of the existential pattern predicating existence conjointly wit 
relational preposition n-/mmo=, used to expressed marked inherent or mal,enable pos¬ 
session 53 : mntef-ren mmeu “He has no name” (NHC I 39), He has 

not got a name” ibid. 22), mystical statements; ountak-ouranje- You have a^name 
(Apoc.3:l), ountak mpeiran je-iakobos “You have the name James (NHC V 32). 

Pharao’s” (Gen.47:26), enka nim ena-saoulne “every thing that is Saul’s" (2 Reg.9:9: pef- and 
arelncompatible in Sahidic);pp<wi etepdnpe “our Pan" (III 89.12, see *™**”J c * , ^ d 

is also the parallelism of petepdipe “that which is mine” and not po-t or nou i m ( . ■ 
pi.)" to na-kaisar, na-pnoute “Caesar’s”, “God’s" (both plural) in the Gospel of Thomas N H 

11,2 Labib97,cf. Mt.22:21 etc.). „ 

56 Cf. the Arabic genus “name” (wright 1967:1 107c) and kind names such as Puss , Brum . 

“John Bull”. 

57 SHISHA-HALEVY 1986:37. 
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However' thew^riaf aIternating Wlth that of basic naming, which is as a rule delocutive. 

hy^of me anEic l i C ° mm ° n l ° *" theSe eXamples may P oint to the “alienabil- 

‘thisl name” ‘- he nLe TV' constructions use possessed ran 

( T s] name the name of... ) as themes of the PN itself (below, 2.3). There are 

^and the tel'l , . catlons _ that ’’ an ls lnal| enable to a degree: consider ern- (PS 357, NHC VI 
) d the tell-tale fftmo- in the difficult peiran mmoou ne mp-12 (Cod. Bruc 58ff • “This is 
the name of the Twelve” clearly misses something; why ^plural?) 


0J The Theory of Proper Names (2): Categories Marked in the PN (Coptic and general) 

arguable that the traditional (Dionysian) subsuming (which is as conventional 
today as it was an in the Middle Ages and earlier) of the PN with the appellative under 
,S ma,n| y due ‘o a preoccupation with morphological classes - the peculiarly 
iounsandS?,"’ T*™ fader-number-case “portmanteau” morphology of both 

" |f r d ~"° eSS ’ and P° ss,bl y mor e, than to any intrinsic semantic or grammati¬ 
cal affinity; and that even without probing the theoretical basis and implications of the 
question whether the alleged “categories” are really “nominal”, i.e. characterize the 
noun or rather its environment. Ine 

In the following paragraph, I propose to examine the Coptic PN for marking of the 
number ca *g°ries”, and advance some reflections on the issue of PN 

(b) The question of gender characterization acquires a special edge in Coptic in which 

thTnoun STbut^ T eXpreSSed int ™sically and, so to speak, “automatically” in 
the noun lexeme but m its environment 59 . There is for instance nothing explicitly 

like thl'dassXr/ m 1r/: WOman ” : ' tS bei " 83memberofthe “^minine”dass is, 
refUncefn th f ; T SI f f. u d by non ' zero determinators and anaphoric or cataphoric 
reference to them. (I shall but refer here to the general question, profound and difficult 


58 relationaf sienaI comni “7 n °‘ 3n3lyti, * lly • “category of the noun” a, all but a 

' I 3 '? * f P ,nf ° rm,ng ,ts total environment. It is a category stricto sensu in the 

ofThe^l^uro^^' 8 v at i' COn . C ,! ption ’ on 'y in the ‘morphologically’ significant'extent 

extent ^ Ce3SeS l ° be 3 paradigm as 5 °°" as ‘his junctural 

in the noun'v^oni"of hinr^ Ca 7° ry ’ '^ stl * retained as such, turns synthetic, and its residence 
ri!. T of junctural, not structural interest. (The ethnocentric preoccupation with 

Robin, is at thesourc f “?° n *® ftlMnoun /w,e;»'>Mna ("consequential attributes". 
205). ° 1 S radltl0nal statu * as “nominal category”: robins 1957:98flf., 
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per se, of the inherence or mere residence of gender in the appellative, a question 
exceeding the boundaries of strictly grammatical inquiry. Indeed, so put the question 
appears to be of little analytical meaning, for in Coptic gender is marked, motivated as 
well as syntagmatically initiated by the determinator pronoun alone 60 . In fact, only the 
definite articles, the possessive and demonstrative pronouns are morhologically gender- 
marked and gender-opposed (the personal pronouns are not gender-marked, but have a 
special form for every member of the number-gender category, with morphological 
marking of the non-locutive person category). It is therefore significant that, like pro¬ 
nouns, PNs show some indications of j^xwa/chracterization 61 , as will be evident from the 
following statistics based on HEUSER’s inventory (brunsch 1984). Note, however, the 
provisional and incomplete nature of this information, also that we have here to do with a 
heterogenous corpus of different periods, different dialectal distribution and (especially 
relevant to the question in hand) different origins (BRUNSCH 1985 counts more names of 
Greek origin than Egyptian ones, at a rate of 1.3). I would even go so far as to postulate 
several formal synchronic subsets — making for subsystems — of PNs, of Egyptian, 
Greek, Hebrew, Arabic historical connection 62 . 

(1) Basic control data: 

(a) Feminine PNs in the total PN count: about 15%. 

(b) The FINAL-ELEMENT morphophonemic factor (consonant: vowel ratio: about 0.9, 
ruling out a fundamental predominance of either): 

(2) The FINAL ELEMENT factor: 

(a) 62% of all masculine PNs end in a consonant; 

75% of all feminine PNs end in a vowel. 

Of PNs ending in a consonant, only 6.6% are feminine, while 19.1% of all PNs ending 
with a vowel are feminine. 

(b) Of PNs ending in -os, less than 1% are feminine (all cases of like tsuros , 

tparthenos ; see below); 

4.7% of all ending with -s are feminine (again, all that begin with *-). 

(c) Of all feminines, PNs ending in (-i)a or -e make up 36% (the ratio of a, e out of all final 
vowels is almost 0.5). 

60 SHISH a-halevy 1986:141 f. Bally’s “(Le substantif) est ‘pense’ avec son genre” (1950: par. 139) 
and similar statements are unhelpful as far as grammatical signalization analysis is concerned; 
indeed, they beg the question of marking in the signalization sense. (The earliest sound 
discussion of Coptic gender is, to my knowledge, to be found in Scholz-Woide’s grammar 
(Oxford 1778, par.25): “substantivorum genus e praxi potius quam e regulis addiscendum 
est”, going on to specify different ways it is recognizable (i.e., signalled) in the text. 

61 On the gender (or rather sex) of Coptic personal PNs, see heuser 1929: lOf. (for some other 
languages, see FLEISCHER 1964:376f., dubois 1965:77f., 156f.; no discussion of this aspect of 
English personal names in JESPERSEN 1954 (VII, Chapter V). 

62 I count in the following data ou and i as vowels, and take variants as individual items. 
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(d) Of all final-vowel masculines, -e makes for 35.3% (or 41.7% if we include the variants 
in -e). 


(3) The INITIAL-ELEMENT factor: 

initial element 

f- 

th- 

j- (i.e.,/t$/) 


percentage of feminines 

72.7% 

35.4% 

35.2% 


P- 

pfb 

ps- 


1.7% 

2 . 8 % 

1.72% 


(4) The combined FINAL + INITIAL factor: 


initial* final combined element percentage of feminines 

t-/th-/j- + vowel 70 % 

/- + -(i)a, -e make up 19 . 7 % of a l| t - feminines 

p- + -(i)a, -e make up 78.5% of all p- feminines 

* * * 

One observes a complex correlation of initial and final phonemes by which sex-marking 
is effected, varying between the “Egyptian” subset where thep- vs. t~ opposition predom- 
mates, and the non-Egyptian (especially Greek) one, where the-a/-* ending appears to be 
decisive. Final consonants, and, among the vowels, -e, are found mostly with masculine 
names; final vowels, and, for the Greek subset.*/-*, with feminine ones. Note the use of 
p-/t- as sex-markers with PNs of non-Egyptian extraction, as against their role as 
properness indicators with appellatives (as in t-ape, masculine, ape “head” feminine! — 
see above, 0.2.2d), and the^l with m. and f. appellatives as masculine-sex PNs (meeue, 
agape, dorea. herene)- the exception, sophia, is indifferent to to sex). Thus, the sex-marker 
overrules the lexemic gender {pme, masc., me “truth” fern.). This “intervention” of name 
sex in lexemic gender blurs the sexual opposition as manifested in the opposition/,- vs. t-, 
making this sex-marking device of less than absolute predictability (witness masc. tape 
masc.or fem. tasou, fem. psinsin). 


Obsj\)A few PNs are sex-indifferent (or, alternatively, masc./fem. double homonymous 
entities) tasou, tjasr, takous ; kharis , bes. 

0&r.(2) The important associative factor relating the sex of full, sex- characterized PNs to 
that of their abbreviated alternant (esp. for masculines: biktor: bikt, alexandros : a lex, 
georgios: georg, theodoros: theodore,makarios: makari, etc.) has been ignored in this 


1 
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summary overview. Obviously, the PN repertory is to some extent formally (“morpholo¬ 
gically”) structured, even in the absence of productive I E-style morphological classes. 
Obs.{ 3) In nestorios tibaior ete-mpfaheratf laau hnoutajro “Nestorius, that fox who has 
never stood firmly on his feet at all” (Shenoute contra Origen. 50), the masculine name is 
only metaphorically expanded by a fem. appositum (consider the rhetorical-affective 
demonstrative //-): the masculine resumption in aherat=f (“on HIS feet”) testifies to the 
inertness of the feminine determinator. 

Obs.( 4) The genitive in metatextual cases like tou autou kurillou “of the same (author), of 
Cyril” (III 225) is of course Greek (cf. MAYSER 1933:133f.) and irrelevant to the 
question of categories expressed in Coptic PNs 

065.(5) The gender of placename j 63 — of text-cohesional and referential, rather than 
paradigmatic-categorial significance — is more problematic, an embarassment due to the 
binary nature of the pronominal category of gender in Coptic. Names of cities seem at 
first sight to be resumed or heralded by the feminine personal pronoun: plafe mpharan 
ete-thai te kades “the wilderness of Ph., namely K.” (Num.33:36); however, a closer look 
invariably reveals the possibility of Greek influence on the translation (or rather adop¬ 
tion of the Greek way out of the dilemma). Consider pirdth phe etkhe (Num.33:7, stoma 
epirdth ho estin... ) or balak that te segor (Gen. 14:8, haute estin segor). Kerne “Egypt” is 
(unhistorically) masculine, ruling out an adaptation to the feminine Greek Aiguptos ), 
consider Gen.50:3. 

065.(6) The gender of amnte “the Underworld, Hell”, is signalled anaphorically or 
cataphorically as masculine: amnte aftorsr “Hell has been destroyed” (P 130.5 36 ro),jbe$ 
nci-amnte “Hell is naked” (Job.26:6); rouhe “evening” and htooue “dawn, morning” 
have occasionally the masculine definite determinator (syntagmatically conditioned? cf. 
Judith 9:1 perouhe etmmau “that evening” or Boh. Lev.22:30 epeftooui “the morning 
after”). Meere “noon” has, to the best of my knowledge, no gender characterization or 
reference. 

(c) The category of number , partly overruling (or concomitant with) that of gendei* 4 , is (if 
at all) characterizable for PNs (unlike APPs) only pronominally, in the nuclear determi¬ 
nators (see 0.2.2; this is, typological mutatis mutandis , immediately comparable to the 
number-characterization of PNs by means of number-case-gender suffixes — no less 
nuclear* 5 — in Greek, or marked-plural suffixes in modern European languages 66 ). In 


63 See HOEFLER 1964 for the gender of APPs evolved from French placenames. 

64 SHISHA-HALEVY 1986, Chapter 5. 

65 See BARR1 1975. The exact function of the very widespread morphological marking of number 
in the lexeme (oppositions of the type hob'.hbeue “work:works”, and hto:htobr (“horse: 
horses”) is still obscure, although recent unpublished work has shown that the plural is a 
concretizing-individualizing mark as well as one of number; the zero form of the lexeme {hob, 
snof) is neutral, resolved only in syntagm with determinators or following referents. 

66 Cf. the general and language-specific discussions in MEYER 1915:513, RECKENDORFF 1921 
108.5, GARDINER 1954:22ff„ JESPERSEN 1954 III par.4.4,Ch. 16pa5j/m;KUEHNER-GERTH 1955 
I par.348.1, kurykowicz 1956, leumann-hofmann-szantyr 1965:19, le bidois 1967 parr. 
996-1002, coseriu 1975,kalverkaemper 1978:166ff. 
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either case, it is correctable with the “deproperization” or demotion of the PN on the 
properness scale (0.2.1-2, 0.4). 

(d) Finally, this context calls, be it only in passing, for some reflections on the primarily 
semantic issue of the meaning of proper named* 1 , a question in its conventional setting 
really outside the grammatical brief. The philosophical approach to the question illus¬ 
trates the amazing fundamental gap between “philosophy of language” and what might, 
with Otto J espersen, be called “philosophy of grammar”; consider, for an instance out of 
many, the discussion in Mind between 1958 and 1969 68 . Where philosophers might rest 
content with mulling introspectively over what (cotext-insensitively and independently of 
system) they take to be the function (“meaning”, not value) of these elusive elements — 
for them, elements of “language”, not discourse! — elements, incidentally, which they 
have a priori and universalistically accepted as such (“proper names”), and then seek a 
definition and characterization for. They have little or no concern with the available 
evidence of structural details, with the analysis of functions, or with the relevance of 
epiphenomena: the interaction, vertical and horizontal, with other elements. The gram¬ 
marian, for his part, must come to terms with, i.e. account for, certain unavoidable 
formal facts of systemic significance, such as: 

(1) the existence of a systeme formel of PNs (e.g., but not only, the case of hypocoristics, 
abbreviations and other kinds of morphological differentiation, to a striking degree 
overlapping “lexeme morphology”; also the special “physiognomic” formal world of 
names), for which a matching systeme de valeur is called foi* 9 . 

(2) the all-important existence of structural tension, i.e. paradigmatic opposition, 
between PNs and homonymous appellatives. Here one must no doubt differentiate 

67 See sciarone 1967:80f., nicolaisen 1976:145fT, 1978; thrane 1980:84f., 207ff.; blanaR 
1977:140ff. Obviously, a lot hinges on one’s conception and definition of “meaning” and what 
types of meaning one recognizes: see n.72 below. 

68 SEARLE 1958:173: “(The PN has some reference) in a loose way to the characteristics of the 
object to which it refers”; ZINK 1963:483 “(The PN means) neither the thing named nor a 
pointing at the thing named”, 49Iff. “there exist circumstantial^ local, temporal specificati¬ 
ons...the meaning of certain descriptions — the descriptions which would enable one to 
identify the person who truly bears that name”; durrant 1969:575 “proper names have no 
meaning save in a pur dff etymological sense. Proper names have no sense as opposed to 
reference — this is at least in part what distinguishes them from other types of words”; 
HEWSON’s “it is useless to argue whether a proper name has a connotation or not: some do, 
some do not, but all may” (1972:88) is symptomatic of this embarrassment. 

69 Of course, the PN ( stricto sensu or as usually understood) has a different kind of synchronic 
encoding and variability (as well as diachronic mutability) from the APP (again, stricto sensu 
or as usually understood); cf. Betz’s “physiognomy” (BETZ 1965). On PN morphological 
structuring and variation, and its semantic-functional range in several languages (expressing 
affection, intimacy, friendliness, geniality, appeal...but also closed-set associations, e.g. in 
“colour” PNs), see pott 1870:117ff., meyer 1915:5I6f., sieberer 1950, herisson 1956, 
ROELANDTS 1956, de vincenz 1961:389ff., pohl 1966., GAUGER 1971: lOOff. (significantly, 
Gauger does not treat “transparency” relationship between PNs or PNs and APPs; in fact, he 
hardly mentions PNs at all,except for the show-piece case of Juan Ramon Jimenez’s “iPlatero! 
iPlateron!iPlateriiIo!iPlaterete!”), marin 1972, Kalverkaemper 1978:285ff., 297f. See also the 
illuminating discussion of the relation of PNs and “lexemes” in COSERIU 1973. 
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between such opposition in la langue , in the very instance, motivation and act of naming 
(when even homonymy of two PNs is significant — vide Tristram Shandy!) and thereaf¬ 
ter, in the textual sequence, in metaphrastic name occurrence (“talking of names”) and 
intertextuality. This is part of the fundamental issue of transparence and evocativeness in 
PN/APP homonymy 70 , itself an offshoot of the even more fundamental question, most 
poignant in the field of word-formation, of the transparency in the association of two or 
more formally formally related signs. This issue is very urgent in certain textual genres: 
consider, for instance, adam and sophia in gnostic contexts. The related questions 
regarding the poetical functions of names, of name symbolism (allied to the general one of 
the symbolic value of the phoneme and grapheme), of “name magic”, of name suggesti- 
vity, all belong to the consideration of the special kind of meaning associated with PNs: 
they may be (and usually are) underplayed, but cannot be ignored 71 . 

(3) The grammatical aspect of what is called in unsophisticated literary-stylistic parlance 
the “metaphoric” use of PNS (consider “a study into Freud” or “Mme. Tussaud opens at 
nine” or “the several journalistic Levins” or ”Leonie Mellinger’s Beatrice” — actress and 
part played, not mother and daughter), with grammatical signals realizing different 
semantic components of the PN. 

(4) On a different, contrastive level, the translatability — or transposability from one 
language to another — of some PNs (see below, 2.3.1.4) indicates some synchronically 
valid connotative function above and beyond their denotative “labelling” one; consider, 
for instance, the relation of “England” to “Inghilterra”, “Lunedi” to “Monday”, “New 
York” to “Nouveau York”, not to mention cases such as “Schwarzwald” vs. “Black 
Forest”; even the common regularities or semi-regularities of correspondence between 
names, with no reference to APPs (Friedmann: Freedman, Etienne:Stephen, Jean: John, 
names in -stein:-stain etc.) hint, I believe, at some conceptual charge. 

Indeed, this is an excellent illustration of the melting of the preconceived non-grammatical 
boundary between PNs and APPs. The “special” morphological and morphophonological 
features marking PNs for their “meaning oppositions” may do the same for “bona-fide” 
APPs; in Israeli Hebrew, for instance, we observe (in certain registers) the minimal pairs buba 
“doll”, buba “dolly” (familiar, endearing: also of a girl — approx, “girlie”, “sweetie” — or 
anything “perfect”, also used adverbially: ze ‘oved mamas buba “it works something lovely”; 
xatula “cat” : xatula “pussycat” (familiar, endearing) or riba “jam”: riba “jam” (familiar). 
Consider also the morphonological and morphological differentiation between eshel {sg.) — 
ashalim (pl.&counted): “tamarisk”, eshel (sg.) — eshelim (pi.), eshel (counted): “commerical 
name for a dairy product”, 'ain (sgl ./eynaim (pl.):“eye”/dym (sgl.)/dy/mm(pl.):“egg sunny 
side up (Spiegelei)”; Stuxa “flat (fern, adj.)”, stuxa " flat-chested girl”. “Affect” can be marked 
in PNs syntagmatically: harweg 1979:278f. 

70 POTT 1870:11 Of. is an early discussion of the synchronic and diachronic associations of 
homonymous PNs and APPs, their relation to naming and their bearing on the signalization of 
PNs; see kalverkaemper 1978:70-84, 88-107. 

71 On the (poetically operative) suggestivity of names (“Die Moeven sehen alle aus, /als ob sie 
Emma hiessen”, Chr. Morgenstern), see (among others) eis 1959, KOSS 1972, bOky 1976. 
Again, the “transparence” cross-currents exist in the “APP” lexicon as well (GAUGER 1971) 
and are of supreme poetic importance: a ladybird is not a species of bird, nor a lady (nor a 
divine or holy cow, in some other languages), but the homonymy with its paradigmatic- 
associative consequences does play its role in the overall precise signification and potentialities 
nonetheless. 
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(5) Finally, yet I believe most importantly, the fact (especially discussed below) that PNs 
are not entities (absolute) but elements characterized by a certain property (not inherent, 
relative, gradient, inducible and manifestable in any nominal element). Note, for 
instance, the affinity of zero-determinated generic nouns with PNs (see 1.1); and generic 
nouns surely have a semantic content, ranging from “the quality of (being) X” 72 , an 
attributable property, as in “a very Cambridge habit” (TLS 25/10/85 p.1217), to “la 
notion en soi ni . The question of PN/APP homonymy and PN meaning as conventionally 
put is thus shown to be misconceived, since the “meanings” of PNs (both referential- 
denotative and synthetic-connotative ones) are but a function of their grade of proper¬ 
ness, itself environmentally, grammatically signalled. 


0*4 The Theory of Proper names (3): Proper Name vs. Appellative (Lexeme): Gradation, 
not Dichotomy. Signalization (Coptic and general) 

piren ouabal en pe hn-henlexis... alia ouatneu araf pe 

“The name is not from (uttered lexical) words, but is invisible” 

(Cod.Jung [NHC I ] f.20 ro,p.39, Evangelium Veritatis) u 

(a) The aprioristic polar confrontation of appellatives and proper names, serving expli¬ 
citly or implicitly as a point de depart for and informing almost all contemplation of the 
subject, is one of those immediately suspect universalistic binomies that seem to be 
generally upheld, more as a matter of convention than of freshly gained conviction. This 


72 As is well known, it is this tension and general association of PNs with lexemic homonyms that 
is at bottom of the Platonic examination of naming orthbtes in Cratylus (esp.391-6). A 
different conception of onomastic meaning is attributed to the Stoic School: “the individual 
quality” ( poiotes ) “of being called or named X”, “of existing under the name X” (cf. FUNKE 
1927:73), which is quite distinct from “identity” (idibtes) which, in a modern consensus, is the 
semantic role of a PN; see Apoll. Dyscol. Syntax 2.45,3.22,3.96. (Once again, PN merging into 
APP: compare the “adje<^ality” of zero determination in many languages — “ greenstick 
fracture” approaching “a real Mozart** in the connotation of quality; see below, 1.1). Proust’s 
reflections on the poetic essence of the proper name touch on the triple psychological- 
cognitive tension between the ‘labels’, denotates and appellatives: ( Chroniques , 107f.) “C’est 
un grand chose qu’un nom, bien differente d’un mot. Peu a peu au cours de la vie, les noms se 
changent cn mots. Nous decouvrons qu’entre une ville qui s’appelle Quimperle et une ville qui 
s appelle Vannes, entre un monsieur qui s’appelle Joinville et un monsieur qui s’appelle 
Vallombreuse, il n y a peut-etre pas autant de differences qu’entre leurs noms... Les mots nous 
pr6sentent des choses une petite image claire et usuelle, comme celles qu’on suspend aux murs 
des 6coles pour nous donner l’exemple de ce qu’est un 6tabli, un mouton, un chapeau...mais le 
nom nous laisse croire qu la ville qu’il designe est une personne, qu’entre elle et toute autre il y a 
un abime...” (similarly in Du Cote de chez Swann , 387f.) 

73 POTTIER 1962:161. 

74 See Attridge and MacRae’s notes to NHC I (Nag Hammadi Studies XXIII, Leiden 1985) 122 
(ad 39.3-6); on lexis as a gramm. term, see robins 1957:90ff. 
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professedly sharp division, informed in turn by an absolutist approach that is com¬ 
pounded by an ethnocentric view of grammar, compartmentalization, synthesizing and 
easy reductionism (piling all remotely related forms, not analytically recovered, into 
synthetic categories X and Y and then postulating a simple X: Y dichotomy), goes hand in 
hand with another, related deadweight of traditional dogma: the primacy of the appella¬ 
tive and marginality of the proper name. As I see it, this has at least two origins beside 
that of Aristotelean dichotomous classificatory and labelling urge, perpetuated through 
the Schulgrammatik tradition. First, the Dionysian conception of the delocutive (ana¬ 
phoric) pronoun as central and primary (the Stoics considered, with brilliant insight, the 
interlocutive pronouns to be the only true personal pronouns, substitutes for to onoma, 
the proper name, the “name par excellence “); second, and by far less condonable, an 
implicit reason of method: the methodological flaw of projecting a diachronic-processual 
model (contestable in itself, and certainly wrong for Coptic), viz. ‘ APPs as source of PNs’, 
onto the dimension of synchronic system. The synchronic model of binomy, in itself often 
too blunt and insensitive an instrument of analysis 75 , is thus vitiated by an unsystemic 
dynamic factor or cast of mind 76 . Consider the following untypically explicit, but implic¬ 
itly all too common view (BEHAGHEL 1938:334): “Vom Standpunkt der reinen Theorie 
beduerfte es keines besonderen Abschnitts fuer die Behandlung der Eigennamen. Jeder 
Eigenname ist frueher einmal ein gewoehnliches Nomen, Hauptwort oder Beiwort 
gewesen, unterliegt also denselben festen Gesetzen der Bildung und Veraenderung wie 
diesen”. This leads quite naturally to the false professedly synchronic hierarchy in which 
the PN is seen as a grammatically marginal subset of a category of “nouns” of which the 
APP is a main — indeed, typical and representative — constituent 77 . Even in the 

75 Even the binomy of verb vs. noun , so fundamental and generally implicit as to be usually taken 
for granted, is problematic and cannot be used ohne weiteres in Coptic, where it begs the twin 
questions of language-specific definition and classification. This has been noted even before 
the typologistic attention accorded Egyptian towards the end of the last century, by August 
Schleicher himself in his Unterscheidung von Nomen und Verbum (Leipzig 1860; see pp. 520ff.) 
and is of course related to the even more significant blurring of this traditional division in 
pre-Coptic Egyptian, especially in Old and Middle Egyptian, where, according to Polotsky’s 
systematization, “verbal” verb-forms are much rarer than “adverbial”, “adjectival” and 
“substantival” ones. While the situation may in Egyptian match what Walter (1981) calls in 
his typology “Konversionsphaenomena”, I would add (for Coptic and other languages similar 
in this respect) “irrelevance phenomena”: grammemes(determinators, conjugation bases, the 
causative “base” tref-) and lexemes, all compatible with the determinators (hence, “onoma- 
toid”) but only part with all grammemes (“rhematoid”). To spell out the general issue at stake: 
the fact, long recognized on the theoretical level of discussion, that “parts of speech” do not 
have universal validity or immediate applicability to specific languages, seems not to have 
been digested and applied in practised structural descriptive practice, where “parts of speech” 
can be meant analytically only as categories or paradigms (or, synthetically, as conglomerates 
of categories). All of these pre-analytic groupings must, I believe, be collapsed and reorganized 
language-specifically according to categorial data. 

76 Typically, consider BERGER 1976:386: “Wer Eigennamen von Appellativa abgrenzen will, 
muss von der Sprachentwicklung ausgehen” and “in der Synchronie laesst sich das Nomcn 
Proprium nicht so unbedingt als Grenzfall des Nomen Appellativum auffassen”. 

77 SEPPAENEN 1971 is a typical modern case in point. Concerned to decide whether to affilliate 
PNs to pronouns or nouns, he subsumes them as a subdivision under “nouns”. 
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consideration of the most important structural quandary involved, viz. the synchronic 
homonymy ofPNandAPP , a “transpositional” process is usually assumed or postulated 78 
(although there appears to be no agreement on the exact direction) instead of isolating 
and defining PN.APP oppositions or their neutralization in environmental terms 79 . 
Hardly any attempt is made to construct an “identity profile” of PN or APP in correla¬ 
tion with their environmental signalling - this, by automatically rendering meaningless 
the question of primary or secondary rank, original or derived standing, would replace it 
with a relativist model and reveal the PN as well as the APP to be functions of an 
inducible and signallable property rather than absolute entities. Similarly, any 
“special” grammatical or semantic quality that is conventionally attributed to PNs (such 
as resistance to articles” or “meaninglessness”) would be seen as “cause” (i.e. function 

78 See, for instance ,tobler 1886:69ff., Paul 1937 parr. 62,66,160, CHRJSTOphersen 1939:64f.; 
pulgram 1954:167ff. (“how names become nouns and vice versa”); EICHLER 1966:152 

( bekanntlich sind die Eigennamen aus Appellativa hervorgegangen”); LEYS 1966:113f.,I I6ff.; 

MANCZAK 1968;berger 1976:378ff., 385fT.,on the semantic angle; gerhardt I977:404f. _all 

reflections motivated by the “traffic” (meyer 1915:503ff. “Verkehr”) between PNs and APPs 
which, although often innocently represented as purely synchronic, is approached with a 
dynamic prejudice. We find this pervading even accounts that claim to be structural and 
synchronic: here dynamism implies a transformational model (e.g. kalverkaemper 
1978:124ff.); “ein Monem ist eo ipso kein Nomen Proprium, er wird erst durch den Kontext in 
diese Funktion geschoben” (see ibid. 309ff.; my italics). It is surely telling that the “APP-to-PN” 
transposition or shifting takes up the most space in KALVERK aemper’s on the whole excellent 
monography (less in the 1978 reworking, 301f., than in kalverkaemper 1976; he even 
distinguishes between the “extralinguistic” PN-to-APP transposition, 1978:326ff., and the 
“metalinguistic” APP-to-PN one). Worse yet is the obfuscating use of “derivation” in genera¬ 
tive or opportunistic-generative treatments: consider conrad 1985:45 “when proper names 
are used as NPs in utterances they refer to individuals and are not accompanied by determin¬ 
ers. But the same words that may be used as proper names do have uses in which they behave 
like ordinary common nouns (appellatives)... Such common nouns seem to be derived from 
the Proper name use” — an almost incredibly simplistic assertion, where every second word 
( use , ordinary”, “behave”, “same”...) begs the question. Note also the terminology in 
LEYS 1966: even when using such quasi-structuralist notions as “differentiation” or “contex¬ 
tual resolution” (114), the telltale dynamic terms are unmistakably there: “Entgleisung”, 
Verschiebung”, “Vem^nerung”, “Umgestaltung”. (A similar and related theoretical basis 
underlies, it would serin, Christophersen’s statement, 1939:169: “restrictive adjuncts” (i.e. 
with PNs) “presuppose a transition tocommon names”. This is confusing and indeed inverting 
conditioner and conditioned, signal and signalled: the properness grade of the nucleus, when 
otherwise signalled, resolves in turn the semantic function of the expansion — adjuncts are n ot 
“born” restrictive or non-restrictive (see below, 2.2.0.1). In brief, we are not dealing with 
processes but with the potential of elements to occur in “nominal” and “high properness” 

79 For example: “(a) Rembrandt”, “(a) frigidaire”, “wellingtons”, “(ein) Hamburger” (meat 
product), “(une) madeleine” (pastry) are not, grammatically and synchronically speaking, 
cases of “PN (to) APP” but of a simultaneous occupancy of several grades on the properness 
scale with semantic consequences (see below, [bj and [c]). Conventionally, however, such 
cases are treated as transitions: hoefler 1964, 1968,coseriu 1975:250, berger I976:376ff 
gerhardt 1977:404 f. and others. 
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expression) or “effect” (i.e. function content) of a grammatical role , instead of the 
intrinsics of an entity. 

There is no escaping the conclusion that the question of relationship between PNs and 
APPs has for the most part been treated in a wrong way, this being one of numerous 
instances of synchronic analysis being blinkered by a logical bias, diachronic-dynamic 
programming and the evasion of systemic theory. It is, moreover, a sad paradox that even 
the only method of analysis that can effectively deal with a synchronic phenomenon in 
terms of system and value, namely the structural approach, is blinkered by its own 
built-in reductive model, viz. the binary opposition of “marked” vs. “unmarked” term; 
thus, TRNKA 1982, in one of the rare structural appreciations of the PN, sees only the 
qualitative, not gradient relationship between “Smith” and “(a) smith” (83), ignoring the 
signalling environment and forcing, in my opinion entirely inaptly, the “marked: 
unmarked” model on the PN:APP opposition. 

(b) I believe there are compelling reasons for thinking this consensus of opinion funda¬ 
mentally mistaken, and would therefore like to argue a grammatical case for a GRA¬ 
DIENT, not dichotomic distinction between PNs and others, to substitute relativism for 
the absolutist view mentioned above and replace the binary opposition PN:APP by a 
sliding scale, a comprehensive paradigm on which all nouns (and pronouns) are gradable. 
Having cancelled the compartmentalization not based on close analytic scrutiny, we may 
proceed to reorganize the “category” in terms of actual oppositions carried by formal 
markers. 

While a gradient conception is generally accepted with regard to determination (or rather 
article paradigmatics, a subject relatively well served by textbooks) 80 , it is rarely applied 
to the distinction between PNs and APPs on a theoretically consistent basis. True, 
quasi-terminological expressions such as “pure PNs”, “true PNs”, “pseudo-PNs”, “half- 
PNs” testify to uneasiness felt with the traditional binomy. This, however, has not led 
grammarians to question or challenge it rigorously enough to be replaced 81 : here too, as 

80 Cf., among many others, HEWSON 1972:77 (“the threshold between definite and indefinite 
usages on the one hand and zero on the other”); 102 (“movement... with a more and more 
general representation, until the limit of the article system is reached at a point where the 
representation is generic, but still unit”). The fact that there is at least a theoreticians’ 
consensus about article gradience, while APP — PN gradience is not usually recognized and 
certainly not applied to description, stems directly from the ethnocentric focusing on the 
‘article as the prime exponent of determination’ — indeed, the article as determination par 
excellence , a Eurocentric prejudice which I feel has to answer for a great many oversights in 
nominal syntax. 

81 A glimmering of the realization that “properness” is relative is detectable in many theoretical 
discussions of the PN, apparently and inexplicably compatible with an insouciant dichtomic 
presentation. See, for example, PAUL 1937:89 (“zweifellose:wahre Eigennamen”); meyer 
1915:512; GUILLAUME 1919:21 (“L’articleestsenti moins necessaire lorsque la difference entre 
le nom dans la langue et le nom dans la parole devient petite”); Christophersen’s five groups, 
based on determination properties; Gardiner 1954:3 (“thoroughbred proper names”), 15,19, 
40 etc. (“pure:less/not pure proper names”), 35 (“true PNs”) 9ff. (“embodied”, “disembo¬ 
died”, “partly disembodied PNs”) and so on; JESPERSEN 1951:69ff. (“...without being fully 
converted into proper names” — note the inevitable dynamic phrasing), 1954: VII 16.7 
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so often (one thinks of another binomy, namely that of morphology vs. syntax), 
language- specific descriptive practice completely ignores the conclusions of theoretical 
“general linguistic” discussion. 

Another implicit assumption equally unfounded in theory or fact, one on which philo¬ 
sophers of language generalize confidently, demonstrates and accentuates the inade¬ 
quacy of this binomy: I refer to the assumed homogeneity of the “PN class”. The 
disparity spectrum, as expressed and measurable by grammatical divergence, ranging 
from personal names through placenames and calendar names to institute names to 
“notion names”, to ethnic and local ones is too great to support a non-semantic 
coherence of a single grammatically meaningful word-class; differentiation within the 
synthetic class is as striking as between it and the (equally synthetic) appellative. Postulat¬ 
ing “kinds” of PNs is but an impressionistic non-grammatical way of collapsing the 
traditional binomy 82 . But then, the PN — and, for that matter, the APP — is by no means 
a universal analytic or empiric entity of language; it is rather a function of signalable 
PROPERTY, in which all nominal elements (and even non-nominal ones, see Obs{ 2] 
below) may share, or rather for which they may be marked. 

The extreme points of our scale, as also the continuum (not chasm!) between them, are 
occupied by nominal and pronominal elements which are habitually — a matter of 
language-specific statistics-of-occurrence and not of innate quality — signalled as being 
thus graded (there are other, more or less salient points of reference in this continuum), 
which does not imply that they do not occur elsewhere on the scale, i.e. are “demoted” or 
“promoted” (= marked as lower or higher on the scale) by means of grammatical features 
and their convergence. These features or bundles of features (“isotagmes”) define, 
identify and are a measure of the GRADE OF PROPERNESS 83 , which I use as a convenient 
code-word for the parameter of REFERENTIAL SPECIFICITY, a central aspect of the 

(“quasi-proper names”); BERGER 1976:385. PULGRAM 1954:189 spells it out more clearly, but 
does not draw the compelling conclusions: “the boundary between common and proper noun 
is...fluctuating and elastic... we must resign ourselves to the fact the the difference is not one of 
kind but of degree of usage” — *usage\ this evasive, unstructura), non-signalization term is the 
one *° watc h for. VATER 1965:21Off. offers a matrix of “articlelessness, possibility of indef. 
article, function of article”; SEPPAENEN 1971, while avering — wrongly, I believe — that the 
PN is a sub-division of the noun (one of three: countables, non-countables, PNs), rightly 
observes that their distinction is not qualitative (see esp. 33Iff.); kalverkaerper 1978:121 ff. 
hesitates: “Art- oder Gfadunterschied”. Cf. also Fleischer 964:369f. (on p.370, the old 
dichotomy again). Words like “fluctuation” “elastic”, “flexible”, “fliessend” (of the APP:PN 
boundary) testify to a general malaise felt with the traditional dichotomy. 

82 Except for determination criteria, PN varieties are rarely heeded as regards grammatical 
properties (see COSERIU 1975:235 with n.6,247ff. for the plural of ethnic names; harweg 1970 
for special textological status of “first” personal names; kalverkaemper 1978:116f.) As a 
matter of grammatical fact, appellatives constitute a class no more monolithic than that of 
PNs: the distinction of “alienables” and “inalienables” is familiar (seiler 1983); see also 
crystal 1966:53f. for time-nouns; noun valency is another formal subcategorization factor. 
(The so-called “fuzzy set” conceptfsee Walter 1981:138ff.] hardly suits the PN or the APP. 
We rather have to do with “fuzzy” property , while the set is one of nominals; otherwise, 
fuzziness ensues from the aprioristically postulated synthetic “sharp” sets.) 

83 Cf. for the notions of “properness” and “appellativity” the Old Irish terms dilse and doac- 
caldmaiche in the glosses on Priscian, St. Gall. 29a (4,6) 
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“nominal condition” and a main component of the determination “cluster of categories” 
or syndrome of parameters. It is with the intricate network of signals, exponents in 
selected sectors of this continuum which mark this grading in Coptic that we are 
concerned here. The exhaustive and precise establishment of the full scale, for any given "N, 

language, amounts to no less than a complete set of statements of noun syntax for that 
language, and must no doubt commence with an in-depth investigation of the function¬ 
ing of determinators . 

As suggested above, the upper and lower reaches of the properness scale include some the 
“landmarks” corresponding to conventional synthetic conceptions and recognized as 
word-classes. But the middle ground between these and other prominent points is greatly 
varied 84 ; if it is difficult to phrase in semantic terms, this must be mainly due to our 

84 To select some modern British English subsets of PNs, selected solely on the orthographic 
formal basis of conventional or optional capitalization and all in synchronic opposition to a 
lower-properness0p/?oj/7w/w: (a) “Green”,“Smith”, “Falconer" (personal names); (b) “God”, 
“Father”, “Brother”, “Sister”, “Doctor”; (c) “the Sun”, “(the) News of the World”, “(the) 
Evening Standard” (newspaper names); (d) “the Last Supper” “the Sea” (names of works of 
art); (e) “Quiet Life”, “Cold Care”, “Rich Tea Fingers” “White Linen” (commercial or brand 
names); (0 Hot Dogs, Lambswool (product name or identification); (g) “Maidenhead”, 
“United States”, “Broadway” “Seven Sisters” (placenames); (h) “(the) Eagle and Child”, 

“(the) Lamb and Flag” (inn sign and name); (i) “the Ladies” (binary classification and 
identification, e.g. of lavatories); (j)”HalI”,“ColIege”(as in “eat in Hall, live in College”); (k) 
“Parliament”, “the (house of) Commons”; (1) “(the) United Nations”, “Equity” (names of 
establishments or organizations); (m) “the Optative”/‘Dinner”, “Blue Period” (closed-set 
generic concepts); (n) “Structuralism”, “Marriage”, “Science” (open-set generic concepts). 
Observe that other formal features such as grammatical specifics of noun categories, determi¬ 
nation factors other than the articles, lexico-grammatical subgrouping, modification restric¬ 
tions (and other compatibility features: “A study into Freud”, “This article is mostly McMa¬ 
nus, with a dash of Allen thrown in”, “Mme Tussaud opens at nine ”, hen-Mattheos [ Catena 
2041 “in[ the Gospel of| Matthew”) — not to mention “properly morphological” signals such 
as the derivational nucleus suffix in “Finlandization” — cut across these subsets and resolve 
different subgroups and different gradations; a single “synthetic lexeme” may occur on several 
points of the scale: consider /love/ in: “come here, love” (= dear), “make love”, “Love”(= 

Vamour), “Love” (fern, personal name), “his love for her”, “for the love of God”. (A 
generativist’s “inspiration” as he bases a subcategorization of PNs on (incompatibility, tested 
by rejectingf for instance, and naturally with no recourse to corpus] the perfectly grammatical 
“Die Idee ist in Klaus” [motsch 1966, No. 14] is for a structuralist no less than bewildering.) 
Especially striking is in English the convergence of the syntactic feature of zero determination 
with the orthographic (and largely conventional) one of capitalization (“He loved Big 
Brother”); in languages such as German, of course, we come up against a PN — APP 
continuum unresolved by orthography. (Note also the orthographic-iconic “properizing 
disfigurement” of appellatives, signalling them as semantically related commercial proper 
names: “Kalms” (tranquilizers), “Headex” (for headache), “Quosh” (squash beverage), 
“Waifa” (wafer), or the acronymic names of political and military beaurocracies (NAATO.NCO, 
NAAFI...). The compatibility of different gradings of properness is in itself a signal of this 
difference: “lovely miss Lovely”, “Smith the smith”, “the Book Book” (by A. Blond, Jona¬ 
than Cape 1985). Higher specificity grading is observable in the case of compounding and 
so-called “lexicalization”, involving phonological and morphological changes (cf. ZIMMER 
1981:249ff.,LJPKA 1977). 
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preconceived non-analytic “logical programming”, which has little to do with the 
grammatical phenomenology of specific languages investigated. This is, moreover, a 
common predicament with gradient categories, and is surely no reason to reduce them in 
cavalier fashion to dichotomy. In very general terms, as the scale rises in specificity, the 
size of the classes contained is reduced; which is in a sense tautological. I use the term 
“sector” advisably, for our scale is in a certain view curiously circular: both lower and 
higher extremes have a greater semiotic and grammatical affinity to each other than to 
the middle grades: in the highest grades we find the individual, specific, in a given parole 
instance uniquely applicable “name” — the PN strictly speaking as well as the CLASS- 
MEMBER-NAME, “exemplar” or representant; in the lowest, we encounter the NOTION, 
GENERIC or CLASS-NAME. Lowest specificity overlaps, to many grammatical purposes, 
the highest: a functional affinity corresponding to the the formal one between ZERO^nd 
NIL article. This important phenomenon will be given further attention below, l.l. 85 . 

06j.( 1) Following the thesis proposed above, the subsequent and precedent use in the 
present work of “PN” and “APP” (or “lexeme”) should be understood as a convenient 
telescoping of the higher and lower ranges of the properness scale, most often, indeed, the 
highest and lowest points. 

Obs.(2) In theory, and not only in theory, membership of the properness scale is open to 
any element of language (“nouns” and “pronouns” are themselves formally signalled, 
not preanalytically meaningful word-classes). In Coptic, for which this question acquires 
a special poignancy, the NOUN: verb distinction is largely meaningless outside the 
formal patterning; some striking signals of this membership are: the determinators 
(p-rdme “the man”;p-je “Yes”, p-hamen “ Amen”, pi-khaire “Hail”, Keph.37,290f. — all 
“nouns”. A different determination structuring, signalling a different grading is observed 
for the verbal-compatibility noun lexeme, alias “infinitive”: pkeeire “also the doing”, II 
Cor.8:ll, outsano “Adornment”, I Cor.7:35); prepositions ( hn-ekemere-pethitoudk 
ntekhe “in ‘thou shalt love thy neighbour like thyself”, Rom. 14:9; also Gal.5:14, where it 
“name”-specifies ousaje noudt “a single word”, in which case the ou-...je- construction 
would be expected for a normal PN, see 2.2.2.4c). Another environmental signal is the 
occupancy of the rhejne or theme slot in the so called Nominal Sentence set of patterns. 
Obs,( 3) Gardiner’s brief, almost offhand typology of PNs (GARDINER 1937) deserves to 
be mentioned here, not because of its soundness or insight but because of Gardiner’s 
merits in the theoretical c)fW^ussion of PNs as well as in Egyptian grammatical scholar¬ 
ship. Gardiner proposes to recognize kinds (“class”, “type”: 309f.), not degrees of PNs, 
but nevertheless enumerates them “in order of diminishing importance” (without paus¬ 
ing to define “importance” or explain or justify this scale): (1) “absolute linguistic 
unica”: Tamerlane , Colchester (etc.); (2) John, Napoli (etc.); (3) a Mary , the Conways , 
abstract nouns', (4) "He is a regular Othello ”, “Brussels is A SMALL PARIS”\ {5) Boston as 
in “ She is very Boston”, John as in “ Surely this knock is John”. It is obvious that this is a 
list, not of kinds but of vaguely seen and haphazardly presented signalizations of 


85 Cf. WACKERNAGEL 1928:110; CHRISTO PH ERSEN 1939:59, HEWSON 1972:102 (quoted in n.80), 
and see in detail below, 1.1. The Arabic “generic proper name’’, wright 1967 1 107f.) is in fact 
a personalized generic name (cf. the English Puss , John Bull, Tommy (Atkins) etc.). 
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different degrees of properness — note the unmistakable signals of lower properness, 

, unheeded by Gardiner; it is not clear what weight, if any, is attributed to grammar in this 

differentiation. I believe Kalverkaemper is over-charitable when he attributes to Gar- 
j diner here (KALVERKAEMPER 1978:128) a real “hierarchization of contextual signs”: 

“contextual signs” is just what is not investigated in this paper. (It is illustrative of 
Gardiner’s proneness to theoretical blind spots, for all his acumen as an empiricist, that 
I he considers PN “superlatives” such as Rossissimo “not of great theoretical importance”, 

j Incidentally, “stages” here and in GARDINER 1954 are diachronic postulates, APPs and 

PNs being dynamically interrelated in a derivation process.) 

(c) The all-important issue of S1GNALIZATION, arising especially as a question of 
opposition-resolving formal exponence in the cases of APP/PN homonymy mentioned 
above, must in the light of the model advocated here be rephrased as that of the signals for 
the potentially multiple grading of a single (pro)nominal entity 86 (“single”, taken syntheti¬ 
cally), the formal features that carry the functional load constituting the properness 
paradigm which is more diffuse and loosely structured than is generally felt to be the case; 
and it is the grading differentiation that is crucial, not the graded elements by themselves. 
This is, in fact, a paradigm of indicating exponents, not of PNs and APPs. The signaliza- 
tion, for instance, of high-properness grading may be environmental-morphosyntactic, 
the type with which the present discussion is especially concerned 87 : in messias neu 
“Messias is coming” (John 4:25), for instance, highest-properness is signalled by the 
' conjoint absence of the definite determinator and of the existential oun-. It may be 

morphological (e.g. by means of certain classificatory or determinative affixes), (morpho) 

* phonological 88 or — a feature more metalinguistic, hence less predictable — orthogra- 

86 On the issue of PN/APP homonymy (but rarely stated in synchronic terms) and its resolution, 
generally and specifically, see GERHARDT 1949:lOf. with n.29; FLEISCHER I964:373ff.; 
dubois 1965:77, algeo 1975 Chapter 2; kalverkaemper 1978:165f. The dominant preoccu¬ 
pation with the morphological aspect of PNs is here very much in evidence (e.g. JELLINEK 1914: 
par. 387fT.). 

87 Cf. algeo’s “morphosyntactic names” (1975:Ch.3); kalverkaemper 1978:328ff. Note that, 
although the “suffix reduction” in Coptic of Greek-origin complex words (a symptom of the 
very different morphosyntactic typology of the two languages: Coptic with a prefixed and 
nuclear grammatical apparatus, Greek with a suffixed one, equally nuclear: see barri 
1975:7111) does not extend to PNs of Greek origin, we do have -e and -/ as (non-vocative) 
variants of masculine names in -os and -ios, with the “thematic vowel” final. 

88 “Phonologically signalled proper names are either non-occurring or extremely rare” (algeo 
1975:19) is manifestly inaccurate and yet another instance of the pervasive ethnocentrism 
(contrast this with the perceptive observations in POTT 1870:11 Iff.). See de vincenz 
1961:387ff. (“dans la plupart des cas la structure phonologique du lexique et de l’onomastique 
semble etre la meme”, but the very exceptions commented on show the high sensitivity 
required to detect this kind of signalization);CARTON 1968 shows the complexity and interplay 
of factors operative in the phonesis of PNs in French; collinge 1966, Campbell 1974:11 94. 
treat the diachronic phonolgy of PNs; hamp 1975:177f. protests sharply and cogently against 
the usual phrasing of the problem: (PNs “must be accounted for... within the existing rules of 
the grammar... if ever they are found to have changed somewhat differently from other classes 
of forms, it is simply because like other classes of words they are syntactically marked in a 
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phic. In spite of the still largely obscure phonemic system of Greek-origin lexemes and all 
PNs in Coptic (the only considerable phonologically outstanding subgroup of the Coptic 
noun inventory), it is nevertheless easy to detect some phonemic sequences and positions 
that are unusual or non-occurring in native and even in borrowed Coptic appellatives: 
final aspirates (as in endkh , seth, idseph ), final -z (as in gelouz). some medial (- khth -, -ntz-, 
-npn- 9 - ndr -, -lx-) and final (-st t -str) clusters; there is an obviously “alien” phonology 
in such names as kamentbonkh , oualpesour or kkhur (Heuser 14,53f., 113,98), even aside 
from obvious features of untypical suprasegmental phonology, such as stress (stressed a, 
e is a striking distinctive feature of many Greek loan-words). Orthographic abbreviation 
is a well-known signal in Coptic of “holy sphere” names and properized notions (“ nom - 
ina sacra , of God, Christ, patriarchs, angels, Jerusalem, also a few very specific 
“lexical” notions such aspneuma “spirit”? 9 . It is indicative of the typology of the Coptic 
“word that the PN is but marginally signalled by grammatical formal features within it, 
but usually by environmental ones; it is these that form the subject-matter of the present 
study. 

To restate my principal thesis briefly: the “properization” of appellatives and “deproper- 
ization of proper names must be understood as a manner of condensed speaking for the 
marking of nominal textual segments as high or low on the “propemess” scale. A noun is 
‘proper only by virtue of a concomitant high-grading exponent or index, built-in or 
environmental (if you will, “spontaneous” or “combinatory” properness). In ou-ioudas 
“a Judas” or nobepepenran “Sin is our name”, it is not the nouns that are “common” or 
“proper” (except, of course, by virtue of statistical norm), but their phrasal or nexal 
syntax, locating them in respectively low or high positions on the scale* 0 . 


different way; it is possible for a given change to be contextually sensitive to such marking. 
Thus there is no such thing as irregular or ‘special’ (i.e. unaccounted for) development in 
names”. See also kalverkaemper 1978:30 lff,AUSTERLrrz 1979. In Welsh, PNs enter opposi¬ 
tion constructions with lenition of appositum (D. Simon Evans, A Grammar of Middle Welsh. 
parr. 19,22; S.J. Williams, A Welsh Grammar , parr. 54-5). Two instances from Israeli Hebrew 
may be of general interest: (a) regressive stress marks the high-propemess term in a PN: APP 
homonym pair, e.g. yq/tf “pretty” : ydfa “Yafa, fern. pers. name” oryond “dove” : ydna 
‘ Yona, f. & m. pers. nadf’: ros£n 1977:76-80. The use of this feature (in opposition) to mark 
also “individualized nouns” (I find Rosin’s “specialized slang meaning” less satisfactory, 
“specialized” begging the question, “slang” being of little descriptive relevance; marking 
APPS for “endearement” and “intimacy” are other functions of this feature in certain registers 
of the language) illustrates again how PNs merge into APPs: buh'm “stamps, bought in a post 
office” vs. bulim “stamp-collection”, yaldd “girl” vs. ydlda “my little girl”, bubd “doll” vs. 
btiba “dolly, girlie” (b) PNs have different initial-juncture properties from homonymic APPs: 
b-xolha fr “all over town”, vs. AaVr “in 4 Kol Ha’ir’” (local paper name). The only special 

formal treatment of Egyptian PNs (brunsch 1978) is unfortunately concerned only with the 
PN as mot phondtique and does not consider it systemically. 

89 heuser 1929: 1 If., polotsky 1930:620. 

90 The homonymy of two high-properness nominal elements, personal names and placenames, is 
resolved by their discriminative expansion (corresponding to the so-called restrictive expan¬ 
sion of lower-properness nouns), which in this case carries the main functional burden, or by 
the addition of initial or final components of complex names. 
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Obs. (1) I whole-heartedly concur with COSERIU (1975:234) when he says that PNs 
constitute “keine Redekategorie, sondern nur eine Satzfunktion...die jedes beliebige 
Wort oder jeder Ausdruck wahrnehmen kann”. I would take issue, though, with Cose¬ 
riu’s reservation to the effect that this approach is peculiar to logicians (he himself does 
not draw the essential conclusions in his discussion of the plural with PNs). 

Obs. (2) Such extremely common phrasing as: “treated as a PN”, “used as common 
noun” (JESPERSEN 1954 16.7, GARDINER 1954:13), “similar to PNs,” “given temporary 
status of PNs”, “used/regarded as PNs” (YOTSUKURA 1970:67, 71, 87) in assigning 
primacy or special status to the APP or PN respectively, obviously miss the whole 
signalization-descriptive point. 

Obs (3) The further resolution of PN varieties by means of compatibility observation (e.g. 
with prepositions or nuclear lexemes) is problematic and can only be precise in a given 
corpus (pace MOTSCH 1966:62f.). 

(d) Proper Names and the noun lexicon. It will be observed that the relative and inductive 
view of PNs has an immediate bearing on their assignment to either of the two traditional 
constituents of language, viz. grammar and lexicon: we cannot have higher-properness 
elements both outside (as for personal names and toponyms) and inside the lexicon (as 
for “Lazybones”, “Parliament” “Dinner” or “The Daily Mail”), not to mention cases of 
phrase toutefaite y “lexicalization” or compounding that are higher on the specificity scale 
than any of their components (“a queer fish”, “a piece of cake”, “sweetbread”, “high¬ 
handed”, an so on: see n.84). The same applies to lower-properness ones (“Rembrandts”, 
“Parkinson’s Disease”, “Wellingtons”). Nor can we, in a static-synchronic model of 
description, postulate grammar-to-lexicon transitions and back. Various tests, semantic 
as well as grammatical, have been applied to support the separation of PNs from or their 
integration in the lexicon 91 . Yet, as 1 see it, this is a false problem or a wrong phrasing of a 


91 Cf. gerhardt 1949/50:7f.; pulgram 1959:167 “the noun is, by definition, a lemma in a 
lexicon or a dictionary; a name may be but need not be”, begging all three questions, of the 
definition of “the lexicon” as well as the assignment and definition of PNs and “nouns”; 
hewson 1972:89: “(PNs) are nouns just like any other nouns, except that their extensivity, for 
practical” (i.e. pragmatic; once again, inversion of cause ands effect, history and synchronic 
description!) “reasons, has not been developed; they form a continuum between the non- 
linguistic and linguistic... on the periphery of tongue”; seppaenen 1971:329: “(PNs) the open 
class in a language’s vocabulary par excellence”; coseriu 1973:3: “(PNs) cannot be structured, 
do not enter lexemic oppositions”; “PNs have paradigmatic connections, share common 
properties with lexemes), 49fT., 57ff. (“PNs) have no ‘word-fields’ or‘onomasiological fields”’, 
see however 0.3d on the issue of “meaning of PNs”, 108 “PNs lack oppositive lexical 
properties” (but are oppositions such as John : Johnny or Thomas : Tommy [also deproprized as 
“British soldier”): Tom[ also deprop, as “male cat’l ox Johann : Hans : Haenschen qualitatively 
different from oppositions such as pig : piglet or doll : dolly or Mann : Maennchen\ox John : Joan 
from king: queen ox goat : she-goafl ); kalverkaemper 1978:26ff.: the PN in an intermediate 
status, as a subspecies of lexematic moneme of the substantive form-class, in a subsystem of la 
langue ; note also (p.l35ff.) the “lexomorphemes” of the type “Sir”, “Madam”, “Herr Dok- 
tor”. The crucially related primary issue, of the overrule of the “lexically conceived part of 
speech” by the “grammatically conceived” one (in my view, the only structurally valid kind, 
pace coseriu 1975:235 n.6), is generally ignored in these discussions (see however CRYSTAL 
1967). 
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question: as I hope to show below (0.5) the PN (=“nouns with higher or highest potential 
properness”) has grammatical affinities with both nouns (“lexemes”) and pronouns 
(“grammemes”), and of all the most affinities with the interlocutive subset of pronouns; 
yet it means precisely this and no more. It is the division into “grammar” and “lexicon” 
(yet another preconceived universalistic “modular” binomy in full disregard of language 
reality) that is hopelessly leaky, and only useful for expositive or applied rather than for 
for descriptive practice. This has been so often shown for so many languages, in 
innumerable cases of “grammar in lexicon” and “lexicon in grammar” (as a matter of 
fact, this condition of lexicon-qualified grammar is the rule rather than the exception) but 
is still implicitly assumed to be a fundamentally valid and analytically meaningul model. 

(e) It will moreover be obvious that any structural definition of the PN must distinguish 
carefully between its analytic and synthetic identities. Analytically, a PN (as any other 
element of a text) is only definable by its paradigm, which exists as such only in a precisely 
determined environment or pattern ( = “ordered sequence of paradigms or categories”). 
Yet complete identity between any two analytically observed paradigms is rare. Take, for 
instance, the non-durative actantial determinator paradigmatic “cluster” (i.e. the actor 
expression following a conjugation base): 

a- prdme/ourdme/rome/paulos/f-sdtp (“the man/a man, person/Paul/someone/he 
chose”), 

with the direct-object expression following the verb lexeme: 

setp/sotp- + prdme/ourdme/rome/paulos/f {“choose the man, person/a man/someone/ 
him”). 

In the durative conjugation pattern, however, there are drastic (and asymetrical) restric¬ 
tions on the determinators occurring in the actantial slots: prdme/paulos/f-sdtp (“the 
man/Paul/he is choosing”; f- homonymous, not identical with the pronoun -/- or -/ 
above); for an indefinite or zero-determinated actor, a suppletive existential pattern is 
used: 

oun-ourdme/rdme sotp “a man,person/someone is choosing”. 

However, the scale postulated here is inevitably a synthetic construct, a composite 
statement comprehending all or most individually determined paradigms; “gradient 
propemess” - and, therefore, the PN itself - are concepts of synthesis. 

(0 The following instan^t of formal relationship between determinators illustrate how 
sophisticated the correlation can be between determination, grammatical environment, 
specificity ( valeur of determinators) and semantic reference: 

(1) The expression of NOUN genericity in preceptive textemes (IV, Can. Apost, Sah.) 
clearly depends on syntagmatic environment, in a neat complementary distribution as 
follows: 

ZERO formal determination: in actantial status, with negative-prohibitive conjugation 
bases (nne- y mprtre-)\ in disjunction ( eite ... eite... y IV 163, 167). indefinite formal 
determination: in actantial status, with affirmative bases; as rheme (in the endophoric 
“impersonal” Nominal Sentence: elope euhootpe esope eushime te “Be it a man, be it a 
woman”, IV 171); following prepositions (IV 142). 

definite formal determination (inch the post-determinator... mm “all”): in extraposi¬ 
tion (topicalization: IV 164ff., Can.Apost.14,16,17,19). 


Obs. The Can. Apost. Bohairic system is somewhat simpler, in that the generic DEFI¬ 
NITE term (pi-) occurs also in the environment covered by zero in Sahidic, making for 
a radically different value of zero determination in the two dialects. 

(2) Note the following specificity gradation (high-to-low) of syntagms with noc “great, 
big”: 

pi-(pei-)noc (non-phoric demonstrative): affective, exclamatory (“so great!” Chass. 
87,122, IV 139,142). 

p-noc (non-phoric definite article): distinctive (“the important...”), as in pnoc mpaskha 
“High Easter” (Easter Sunday, IV 58), nnoc nrome (“officials” IV 106, contrast with 
(ou-)rome “a person”); rhematic , in Nominal Sentence: comparative (with e-) y “greater” 
(Mt.l 1:11) 

ou-/hen-noc: non-rhematic, quantified (“some, a few...robust, considerable”, IV 161, 
Chass. 116); rhematic, in Nominal Sentence: “great” (in the most extensive reference 
range) (IV 130, 1 Cor.9:ll); following r- “spend” (time), “make” (social functions), 
“undergo” (emotions), Lc.5:29,14:16,8:27:29, Act.28:2:7, Philem.7; following r- or lope 
n- “be”, “become”, always ou-noc n - “be a great....” (Mt. 13:32, Philem.7) or “be a great 
one”, with ou - anaphoric (Mt.7:27, Lc.6:49), in all cases lexically compound. 

ZERO-/ 10 C-: following r- as a verbalizing (deriving) prefix, r-noc “grow up” (non- 
durative; Mc.4:27,9:35, Heb.l 1:24,1 Cor.7:36, 9:23); following lope n- 9 “become big” 
(non-durative; Mt.20:26); following o /!-, comparative (with e-), “be greater/bigger than” 
(durative; Mt. 10:24,11:11,12:6, Heb.l6:16,1 Joh.3:20); always lexically uncompound , a 
true generic component of a verbal syntagm. 

Bare noc , in mnt-noc “seniority” (IV 167). 

(3) The “ definite ” relative as existant enters two constructions, namely that of the 
“existential claim” proper (oun-/mn~) and durative predication of existence by means of 
the stative loop). A specificity check reveals the functional opposition correlative with 
this formal one: pet(na)- (tet- y net-) following oun-/mn - is truly generic (“any/some¬ 
one/thing that...”, e.g. Prov.l 1:24 Sah., Me 4:22,Rom.3:I2,14:2,5; Psote 12, III 204, IV 
4, Chass. 117, A1164), whereas Jsoop nci-pet(na)- “he exists, namely he who...” is specific 
(“the one who...”, Joh. 5:45,8:50); generally speaking,pe/- following nci- is specific (like 
noun + nim 3 which has the value of “all-”, not “any-”). As actor in the Bipartite Pattern, 
Pet - is specific (A I 155, 461); as theme in a copular Nominal Sentence, pet- is specific 
(petouo nhmhal naf pe pdiabolos “The one they serve is the Devil”, A II 385); pet - is 
specific in apposition to a PN (very common as “the one called...”, e.g. A II 387). A 
probable indication of a high-specificity value for pet- is also an extra positive status (A I 
38f., A II 86). 

Obs . It must be pointed out that the distinction postulated here of “non-specific” vs. 
specific” goes beyond and does not overlap the differentiation of lexemic (“determina¬ 
ble”) and definite (“indeterminable”) substantival relatives (QUECKE 1985), just as it is 
incommensurable with the basic determinatorial one of “indefinite” from “definite” 
(although nci- is incompatible with zero determination, it is of course used to introduced 
indefinite noun syntagms (e.g. Ill 173). 
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0.5 The Theory of Proper Names (4): Proper Names, Pronouns and Appellatives (Coptic 
and general) 

'Tv ■ * ; '- 

(a) The dose affinity and frequent referential equivalence of PNs with personal and some 
deictic pronouns has been often observed, albeit mostly in a general, non-grammatical 
(usually semantic) frame of reference 92 . Both sets are characterizable as indicant and 
identitive; the PN on its own non-phoric, therefore non-cohesive: typically, an instigator 
of reference chains, not non-initial links in such (see below, 2.4.2-3). In this respect, the 
PN has a special referential and grammatical affinity with the first/second person, i.e. 
interlocutive personal pronouns (indeed, delocutive pronouns are in Coptic as in many 
other languages, by grammatical definition, not personal pronouns at ally 3 : hence, the 
incompatibility in Coptic of thematic interlocutives with rhematic PNs 94 . Like a promi¬ 
nent subset of the non-personal pronouns, viz. the determinators, the PN has actualizing 
effect, motivating further determinatorial definition and raising the specificity (‘‘defini¬ 
tion”) of its referential linear environment. 

(b) The “pronoun” itself is not a word-class, being a concept with almost no analytic and 
very little synthetic grammatical (as against semantic) meaning. The term, like other 
traditional parts-of-speech names originally tailoured for certain Indo-European lan¬ 
guages within the frame of a certain model of language description, but implicitly used 
thereafter as a self-evident (“given”), universally valid basic entity of any language, mixes 
uncontrolably synthetic and analytic, semantic and grammatical, syntagmatic and para¬ 
digmatic (often even morphological and syntactical) points of view and angles of obser- 

92 An exception is STRANG 1962:98f. (“a class intermediate between nouns and pronouns, akin to 
pronouns in all but their case and number system** — Eurocentrism yet again; cf. Apoll.Dysc. 
Syntax 2.41: “ dunam ei kurion onoma noeitaidia tes antonumias, ouphemi to tisphonis onoma to 
de eks autis deiknumenon ” (Householder’s translation: “the pronoun conveys the force of a 
proper name — Ido not mean the name as a phonological signifiant, but its referate signified 
by this signifiant’’); see also 2.24. SeeSCHOEMANN 1862:123, werner 1974:174fT.,179f.; cose- 
RIU 1975:240f.; kalverkamper 1976:29-39. Language-specifically (Chinese), seeDRAGUNOV 
1960:46f. 

93 BRAUNMUELLER 1977:5 (“the PN not a pro-form”); thrane 1981:222-4. See also harweg 
1968:263f. on some cajrir of PN phoricity. When Hjelmslev sees the pronoun as the phoric 
element par excellence , he obviously has delocutives in mind (1937:510- On the non-phoricity 
of interlocutives, see Apoll.Dysc. Syntax 1.96,2.11.40-41 (“they are not recalled, but shown to 
the eye” — Householder’s translation); Hallida y-hasan 198(k48fT. (As Hjelmslev observes 
[ op.cit.58], the 1 st and 2nd persons are but the two paradigmaticaily opposed faces of a single 
pronoun), benveniste 1966 comments on the non-personal nature of the delocutive. 

94 Cf. Apoll.Dysc. Syntax 2.40 (“names cannot be used in the first and second persons”), 2.43 
(“the naming process cannot be applied in the first and second persons” — Householder’s 
translation). When Apollonius (1.48) observes on the applicability of the noun (illustrated by a 
PN, in the tradition following the Dionysian merging of PN and APP under anoma) in the case 
of the first and second persons — Householder’s addition, “as well as the third”, is, I believe, 
unwarranted — he does not mean textual indication or categorization but a kind of paradig¬ 
matic extratextual suppletionof indication: 'TV YOU*'/“PAUL”. (Incidentally, “persona" 
is, again “properly speaking”, interlocutive as well: SCHOEMANN 1862:97. 
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vation. Without attempting here an in-depth inquiry as to the makings of a Coptic 
pronoun — let alone a pronoun in “general linguistics” — see HJELMSLEV 1928:327f., 
334f., 1937, benveniste 1956, hallidaY-HASAN 1980 and BOSCH 1983 as proponents of 
the respectively structural-universalistic, structural-specific and unstructural semantic 
approach to pronouns — let me present in matrix form some selective information as a 
basis for the structural resolution of nine pronominal sets in Coptic (still heterogenous 
and thus partly synthetic) as well as “bundles” of affinity/similarity between them: 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

gender/number 

characterization 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

- 

- 

- 

delocutive/interlocutive 

characterization 

- 

- 

- 

+ 

+ 

+ 

- 

- 

- 

deixis characterization 

- 

+ 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

textual phoricity 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

- 

- 

- 

actantial function 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

- 

+ 

+ 

+ 

lexeme-actualizing 

function 

+ 

+ 

- 

+ 

- 

- 

- 

- 

+ 

substitutability 
to determinators 

X 

+ 

- 

- 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

compatibility with 
determinator 

- 

- 

+ 

+ 

- 

- 

- 

- 

+ 

rhematicity (in 

Nominal Sentence) 

+ 

+ 

+ 



+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

thematicity (in 

Nominal Sentence) 

_ 

+ 



_ 

+ 

. 

_ 

- 


(1) Articles (definite, possessive: p- ,pef~) 

(2) Demonstrative (pai , pei-) 

(3) Possessive pronoun (pa-, shisha-halevy 1985) 

(4) “Suffixed pronouns” (-/-) 

(5) “Prefixed pronouns” (//-) 

(6) “Independent pronouns” (anok) 

(7) Interrogative (mm, ou , a$) 

(8) “Indefinite” (home, ouon) 

(9) Quantifier (ke-, ou-) 
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(c) Some striking grammatical differences and agreements between Coptic PNs^and 
pronouns (“pronoun” in a narrow sense, of “personal/demonstrative pronoun”) are 
presented in the following table, showing again “bundles of affinity” rather than clear- 
cut, sharply demarcated association or even an intermediate status (“LPN” = lower- 
properness noun, APP. “PPn” = personal pronoun. “DELOCUTIVE Pn” to include 
demonstratives): ' r 


-NOUN LEXEME" (=LPN) PROPER NAME 


INTERLOCUTIVE Pn DELOCUTIVE Pn 


1. Potential or inherent syntagmatic phoricity. (NB: definite non-identical APPs may be 
exponents of lexemic cohesion**, while, in the case of identical APPs, the determinator 
[nucleus of the noun syntagm] signals grammemic cohesion). 

2. Compatibility in nexus with interlocutive PP. 

3. Typical phrasal compatibility with determinators. 

4. Characterized by ha - as rear apposition to interlocutive pronouns (Bohairic). 

5. Of broad textual (“parole”) applicability* 6 . 

6. Conditioning an appositive definite determinator (textual actualization)^ 7 . 

7. Of full or partial ove^gender/sex characterization 9 *. 


95 Cf. HALLIDAY-HASAN 1980:274ff. 

96 The pronoun “a variable name”, strawson 1972:60f.; cf. hjelmslev 1937:56 “(les pronoms) 
renferment tous les significations nominates possibles”, Brpndal apud ALGEO I975:5f.(on 
French ce ): “nom propre universe!”; dubois 1965:159. 

97 Cf. HJELMSLEV 1937:53f. 

98 SEPPAENEN 1971:327ff. describes the characterization of gender in PNs and pronouns as 

ideophonic”, in contrast to the morphological marking in APPs. This is another “nostratic” 
distinction, not automatically justified in Coptic, but no easier to justify in more “familiar” 
languages: is the formal relation of, say, “*«ig” to “ queen ”, or “go” to “wen/”, more 
“morphological”, less ”ideophonic”? , 
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8. Rheme of delocutive Nominal Sentence with the subject pe expanded by a 
g determinated relative (pet-f 9 . 

it 9. Marked by nci - (Sah.) as rear apposition to a delocutive pronominal actor actant. 

f 10. Satellital characterization by the nota relationis (/i-) 100 . 

11. Lexicon-size paradigm. 

12. As object, conditioning “prenominal” morphophonemic alternants of the infinitive 101 

j 13. Compatibility in nexus with delocutive PP. 

14. Actantial privilege. 

. i 

j (d) Although within the pronominal “set of sets” it is to the demonstratives that the 

j personal names and placenames are nearest in their specificity grading 102 , i.e. their 

paradigmatic “meaning”, it is most typically with personal pronouns, esp. the 
interlocutives, that PNs share their special syntactic properties and membership of 
paradigms as defined by compatibility and mutual exclusion, i.e. their grammatical- 
structural identity: see below. 

(e) The question of the hierarchical relationship “in language” of PNs and APPs — 
which, as usually posed, is of hardly any analytic-descriptive meaning - may be “turned 
inside out” and rephrased as an issue of linear, textual or syntagmatic grammatical 
primacy — more precisely: nuclearity — of pronouns and, on a somewhat removed level 
• of analysis, PNs. In Coptic, the grammatical structure can be almost entirely stated for 

pronominals, to include, beside the traditional pronouns, determinators and “pro¬ 
verbs” (alias conjugation bases, “verb actualizes”) - all exponents of the incorporation 
of lexemes in the texture 103 . Viewed from almost any systemic or syntagmatic aspect, 
pronouns, far from being secondary to noun-lexemes, are primary and, central, with the 
lexemes occupying no more than satellital (“periphery”) slots. But neither are pronouns 
“secondary” (in the sense of “conditioned” or “motivated”) even in the textual- 
referential sense of being ana- or cata-phoric to nouns. This view is due to misconceived, 
essentially distorted analysis: firstly, since the phoric (“representation”) relationship, 
resuming or heralding, is strictly speaking not with the lexeme as such, nor with the noun 


99 Cf. polotsky 1962: parr. 8-10. 

100 Demonstratives and interrogatives/indefinites can be expanded by the nota relationis, but 
personal pronouns cannot: nai nteimine “those of this sort” (III 120,192; henteimine IV 32 is a 
different kind of pronoun expansion by the same syntagm), ai mmine “what kind?” (Mt.8:27); 
demonstrative and other determinators must be expanded by the non-appositive relative: nai 
etioop ntrophe “these, which constitute food” (III 120); pet - following a demonstrative would 
be decoded as a nexus (Cleft Sentence) thematic constituent. 

101 Cf. shisha-halevy 1986, Chapter 3. Here again, demonstratives diverge: whereas they 
condition prenominal allomorphs of the infinitive, personal pronouns do not (except for 
-tiutn, the 2nd plural “heavy” allomorph of -tn/-tetn, which is selected by the verb lexeme 
itself, not the object): afie-pai “he said this”. 

102 Cf. ROSEN 1975:28ff on the specificity scale in Ancient Greek, a higher grade symptomized by 
word-order precedence (the PN highest on the scale, above the delocutive, personal pronouns 
and demonstratives). See also dubois 1965:158f. 

103 shisha-halevy 1986: 5.3. 
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phrase as a whole, but with other pronouns, the nuclear actualizers of lexemes, i.e. 
determinator^. Secondly, representant pronouns, junctural links or cohesion signals in 
text-grammatical analysis, are usually in paradigm with (i.e., in opposition to) other 
exponents of representation; see in detail below, 2.4. One suspects the “substitutional” 
view of the Dionysian antonumia is at the root of the conventional assignment of the 
pronoun to secondary status. 

(f) Proper names are not strictly speaking lexical entities (see 0.4d above): they are 
commutable with the determinators and not satellital to them (pronouns being thus, 
paradigmatically speaking, true “pro-PNs”), grammemic primaries 105 , true “indices” 106 . 
The matrix: 

( ntof ) p- rro “(he,) the King” agrippas p- rro “Agrippas the king” 
shows the actualizing grammatical operativity of the PN, which, beside the naming/ 
name-specifying and textual-delimitative roles, is its major combinatory distinctive 
feature. 

(g) Compatibility (syntagmatic adjacency in combinatory constructions) as well as 
incompatibility of PNs and pronouns is of a special structural interest: see above, 0.2.1 -2 
on determinators and PNs; 2.2.1.9 on pronouns expanding PNs anaphorically , as 
cohesion factors ; contrast this with 2.2.2.3, on PN expanding personal pronouns 
specifyingly , in a topicalizing frontal extraposition — a difference due to and instructive 
of the different specificity grading of PNs and personal pronouns 107 ; see also 2.3.2.3c for 
the incompatibility in nexus of PNs with interlocutive thematic pronouns. 

Obs. The fact that the interlocutive pronominal theme is compatible with the possessive 
pronouns (pa- 9 pd=: nthok-pha-nim “whose are you?” Gen.32:17, ntetn-potn an “you (pi.) 
are not your own” Wess.9 118a) reaffirms the fundamental difference between the latter, 

104 op.cit. Ch.5 passim , esp. 144ff. 

105 This conforms to the Stoic notion of onoma (i.e. PN): “noun (or “nominal”), properly 
speaking”, the original sense of "kurion onoma ”, later distorted in the mediaeval evolvement 
of the Dionysian (and Apollonian, with the added dynamic notion of “replacement” instead 
of the static “representation”: Syntax 1.15.18) tradition into the concept of “individual” or 
“special” name, a special (hence, marginal) subset of all names or nouns. (The Coptic jaeis 
nren “lordly name”, NHC140, and generally oujaisn - “...in the proper sense”, ibid. 51, would 
point to the original use, a direction of investigation worth pursuing. Compare EICHLER 
1966:152 (to choose but one of many modern conscious or unconscious followers of the 
Dionysian conception; DUBOIS 1965:155f., subsuming PNs under “</« substituts" — note this 
double-edged term, both paradigmatically and syntagmatically conceivable — reveals the 
traditional inertia that underlies the view of the PN as “secondary”. 

106 TESNlfcRE’s term (I965:84f, 395ff.), to my mind more satisfactory than his cover-term of mots 

vides (the gradation or, if you will, “blurring of distinction” between the ‘full* and ‘empty* 
elements in Tesniere’s model — circonstants and (object) actants, adverbs, through particles, 
to jonctifs — certainly calls to mind the merging of PNs into pronouns. ' 

107 Cf. ROSfeN I975:27ff. MOTSCH 1966:60, while conceding the primacy of pronouns, curiously 

denies their compatibility with PNs (other than coordinatively, “Guenter und ich”), disregard¬ 
ing “Ich, Guenter...”. i 


a non-indicant pronoun and the indicators (including PNs, determinators, demonstra¬ 
tives), with which it is fully compatible in the non-appositive phrase: see SHISHA-HALEVY 
1985. 

(h) nim “who?” is both a pro-PN and pro-APP 108 — which is not surprising, seeing that 
PN and APP differ in degree only (0.4): nim thus neutralizes grading oppositions 
maintained between the represented elements. It is of allocutive occurrence, eliciting a 
PN/pronoun/rton-zero APP in the response substructure of the dialogue (that is, only if 
the question is non-rhetoric): contrast (Q.) etetnouos etraka-nim netn ebol hmpesnau 
“Which of the two do you want me to release for you?”- (A.) barabbas “B.” (Mt.27:21), 
with teigenea de einatntons enim “What shall I compare this generation to?*’ — (A.) 
estnton ehensere sent euhmoos hnnagora “It is comparable to youths sitting in the 
market-places?” (Mt.l 1:16). (My impression, not yet verified in a closed corpus, is that 
the one-term rheme in identity response, not repeating the thematic constituents of the 
question, is more prevalent in [ if not virtually restricted to] PNs, as illustrated in the pair 
of exx. adduced here. This, if found to be correct, would constitute a neat basis for the 
macrosyntactic distinction of two homonymous nim entities.) Ton “where?” is the 
pro-toponymic equivalent of nim . Observe that either is also, in different cotextual 
configurations, a non-interrogative , non-phoric i.e. really paradigmatic counterpart of 
PNs: nim “so-and-so” (Greek deinos), ton “at a certain place” (i.e. a placename in statu 
adverbiale). (The conventional term “indefinite” is here certainly inapt, seeing that both 
pro-forms are as specific as proper names, if without actually naming them). 


108 Greek tis as inquiring about “essence” identity ( ousia ), not PN-quality identity (poiotes ): 
Apol.Dysc. Syntax 1.32. See ROSEN 1975:30f. with n.19, on the specificity grading of the 
“proper interrogative” in Greek. 
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l.THE COPTIC PROPER NAME: PARADIGM ATICS 

1.1 THE PROPER NAME AND ZERO DETERMINATION. THE PN 
AND GENERICS: THE “NOTION NAME” 

“So iemt’ ich traurig den verzicht: 

Kein ding sei wo das wort gebricht” 

Stefan George, “Das Wort” 

(a) It was suggested above that highest-properness nouns commute in Coptic with the 
determinator pronouns (occupants of the initial, nuclear slot in the noun syntagm) rather 
than with the lexemes (lower-properness nouns, occupants of the second, satellital slot). 
Therefore, PNs do not “contain” a determinator: they are not zero-determinated, 
analyzable syntagms 109 . And as a matter of fact, their syntactic (combinatory) properties 
differ considerably from the sharply marked ones of zero determination, with which they 
fall superficially together (“zero determination”: significant absence of a determinator, 
in commutation with non-zero ones): 

ZERO-DETERMINATED APPs 

1. Verbally expanded only by circumstan 
tial: opposition adnexahattributive 
satellite neutralized 110 

2. Resumed by zero 111 


PROPER NAMES 

Expanded by relative/circumstantial/ 
appositive relative (2.2.1.1): 
opposition adnexal : attributive maintained 
Explicit non-zero resumption 112 


109 Pace SEPPAENEN 1971 326f.; his is a logical conclusion from the classing of PNs with noun 
lexemes): yotsukur^V70:68 (she herself considers the PN as having “no article**); cf. 
nagel 1980:70 (“per ipsum determiniert**). Incidentally, Hjelmslev considers the pronoun a 
syntagm ; similarly, dubois 1965:159 the PN: “(ils) forment done un syntagme par eux-meme 
sans avoir besoin d’un article*’. 

110 The exclusion of the relative conversion ( et - etc.) after a zero or indefinite nucleus is absolute 
only in “classic** Sahidic, not for instance in Bohairic (SHISHA-HALEVY 1981:323, ouho ete- 
mmon Sipi /iA£(/*“a face in which there is no shame’’ [Dorm.Mar. 11]). and in Gnostic idiom 
(NHC II 125) oun-iomt etep “there are three that belong’’); the question must be studied 
further. 

111 See SHISHA-HALEVY 1986:112f. The status of the resuming or representing element is of course 
crucial. It is rhematic in (Animals called id (‘kind of insect or reptile, grasshopper’) and sanneh 
(‘oil-vendor’) enhoine an ne “they not being such’* (A I 254) (koine usually resumes the 
indefinite plural determinator hen-\ yet the PN-status zero-form, see[ c] below, is really outside 
the opposition of definite and indefinite, and cannot be rhematically resumed in any other \yay. 
Incidentally, this is also a nice instance of a metaphrastic inquiry into the homonymy of PN 


3. (Actor in Bipartite:) condition 
existential(otffl-//n/i-)alternants 
of the durative pred. pattern 

4. Coordinated by hi- (Sah.) 

5. Do not usually occur in topicalizing 
extraposition 114 

6. Excluded or rare as focus of Cleft 
Sentence 115 

7. May be partitively bracketed in 
coordination 116 


Do not condition existential alter¬ 
nants of the durative 113 

Coordinated by mn - ( aud ) (see 2.1) 
Usual in topicalizing extraposition 
(see n.l 12 and 2.2.1.9) 

Usual as focus of Cleft Sentence 

Never coordinated with partitive 
bracketing 


and APP). It is an existant in pentaftreone iope mmnouon “Who caused stones to exist when 
there were none” (Ch.149). 

112 E.g. iakob mmm7/“Jacob I loved” (IV 27.!2f.); see 2.4.2a below. 

113 E.g. esaias ce ji-skak “Jesaia, then, cries out” (Rom. 9:27), daueidmoute m>/“David calls to 
him” (Mt.22:43), petros mmau “Peter is there” (Act.9:38). 

114 Consider ararat afkhe ... “Ararat, it lies...” (DV II 236). The determination facts concerning 
segmentation (extraposed topicalization) are not entirely clear, and there seems to be a 
difference beween dialects in this regard. Zero determination is apparently not excluded in the 
Bohairic dialect from this sort of extraposition in Bohairic: magia gar tisdoun nhli an “(Of) 
magic I know nothing” (AM II 5) (see also Deut.29:6 Boh., Sah.indef.), but it is very rare and 
probably supplied by the topicalized indefinite article: ouirp mn-ousikera nnetnsoof" wine and 
mead you shall not drink” (Lev. 10:9). The topicalizing extraposition of infinitives is a case 
apart: Post-Scripture Sahidic ana$ men (...) mpoueire “swear they did not” (III 18) is an 
instance of the cotextual (note men) topicalization of the lexemic component of the complex 
verb r-anaS “swear an oath”. Of relevance is also the so-called “tautological infinitive” 
construction, which, far from being summarily dismissible as “caique”, has in Coptic systemic 
significance as well as respectable “diachronic roots”; e.g. hnou-he auhe “they did indeed fall” 
(2 Reg. 1:6), hnou-ei anok tineu “I AM going” (ibid. 18:2). 

115 Zero determination of the focus (vedette) of a Cleft Sentence is rare: erp hi-mousikon peia - 
feuphrane mphet “wine and song is what gladdens the heart” (Sir. 40:20) is “pseudo-cleft”. The 
case ofhede ebol...pethoou “It is falling off..that is bad” (IV 175) or of hise an himokhspetseh... 
“It is not tribulation or suffering that is written” (A I 1) is essentially different, since the 
determination system for an infinitive is radically different from that of non-verbal noun 
lexemes, pertinent indefinite (ou-/hen-) and deictic (i.e. syntagmatic) definite determination 
being absent here ( ou - occurs only in the adverbial syntagm, hnou -, with the meaning “in a case 
of...”); definite determination is paradigmatic, concretizing and individualizing (deverbalizing). 
Note the variation with phepethoou (ibid. 176), where the (generic) definite determinator seems 
to me in fact motivated, if not required by the position of the vedette. 

116 0 -[bare lexeme audn - + bare lexeme ): au-er-leri nnouti ouoh n-spher epekhristos “they became 
sons of God and friends unto Christ”(Catena 229), pai etounamoute erof je-demiourgos aud 
n-eidt “he that shall be called Demiourge and Father” (Cod.Bruc.226; this provides a nice 
distinction between the different kinds of naming treated below, see 2.3.0.1). This bracketing is 
also attested for definite determinators (pikour ouoh nebo “the deaf and dumb” Catena 94, also 
AM II 5) and indefinite ones. Two types are here prevalent: the first close (the determinator 
bracketing): hen-[hat hi-noub] “some of si!ver-and-gold”(Chass.84),pe-{/nitflArtAe/A/7i/p4“the 
one of sorrow-and-pain”(A II98); the second (esp. in Bohairic) more open: ounouti ouoh niiri 
nnouti “a God-and-Son-of-God”, Catena 101): seeJERNSTEDT 1949(JERNSTEDT-NAGEL 1978, 
parr. 15-23). Note that Bohairic, unlike Sahidic, uses nem to coordinate even zero determina¬ 
tors (e.g. eioul nem-cahsi nem-Sot “hind and gazelle and antelope”, Deut. 14:5). 
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8. Attributive when n-marked as satelli- Usually possessive when rt-satellital 

tal to nouns (see 2.2.2.5a) 

9. Incompatible with the direct-object Compatible with the direct-object 

marker n- marker 117 

lO.Incompatible with the satellite-marker Compatible with the satellital nte - 
nte - (appurtenative) 1 ! * 

11. Adverbial-status marked by Address-status marked by iteration 

iteration 119 (1.2) 

12. Incompatible with nci- (appos. to Compatible with nci-. 
delocutive pronominal actor) 120 . 


(b) There arc nevertheless in Coptic at least three striking cases of constructional affinity 
between zero determination and the PN contrasting with the syntagmatic incorporation 
properties of the definite and and indefinite determinators 121 , a formal affinity corelata- 
ble with the considerable paradigmatic-functional one treated below under (c): (1) both 
PNs and pronouns (personal, demonstrative and indefinite-numeral) and zero- 
determinated lexemes are excluded as predicates (rhemes) of the interlocutive Nominal 
Sentence pattern 122 (see below). (2) The same paradigm (PNs, pronouns, zero determi¬ 
nated APPs) is found to occupy the third, predicative position in the copular (# SUB¬ 
JECT + COPULA + PREDICATE #, theme context-bound) Nominal Sentence pattern: 
peunoutegarperome “Their god is Man” (IV 183),pai pepaulos “This is Paul” (IV198), 
anonpe ntof“l am they” (PS 231). (3) The same paradigm again — personal pronoun in 
Bohairic only? — occurs after pke- “also”: see 0.2.2e above, with pke-nthof iohannes “He 
too, John” (Catena 31) 123 . 


Obs, The facts concerning the PN rhematic in the endophoric (“impersonal”) Nominal 
Sentence (below, 2.3.0. If; mostly identitive, 2.3.2.3) are not entirely clear, but it is 
probable that, as in the case of the ZERO -determinated rheme (orgepe “It is infuriating”, 
AII395, anankepe etre - “There is need for...”, Mort. Jos.31, contrast the non-zero rheme 
with the commutable theme in t-ananke te etre III 145) and of the personal-pronoun 
rheme (“ anok/nto/anon pe”): see SHISHA-HALEVY 1987 164ff.),pe is the invariable form 
of the theme after the PN rheme: consider mouses mn-helias pe e mmon ntoou ne “Is it 
Moses and Elias, or is it (lit. ‘are they’) they...?” (Borg. [Zoega 642] p.l 15), cf. enokhpe 
# 

117 E.g. afini ndaniel “He brought Daniel** (DV II96), eiSantnnoou nak n-artema e tukhikos “If I 
send you A. or T.” (Tit.3:12). 

118 E.g. pijoi nte-eulogios “Eu.*s boat*’ (AM II 343). 

119 SHISHA-HALEVY 1986 1.3.3. 

120 Both zero lexemes and PNs occur in postpositive status following eftdn “Where is he?**: efton 
sophos efton grammateus “Where are (lit. ‘is’) the Wise? Where are the Scribes (lit. ‘where is 
scribe?*)** (I Cor. 1:20), afthon abelpekson “Where is Abel your brother?*’ (Gen.4:9). 

121 The determinators, nuclear pronominals, are the grammatically significant components of 
noun syntagms. 

122 See SHISHA-HALEVY 1984a: 180fT., and 2.3.0.1f, 2.3.2 below. 

123 The difference between “zero article” (significantly absent, commutible) and “null article 
(non-commutible) may be neatly correlated with the two functions ofpke-: (a) p-kef-)N “The 
OTHER N” (def. article + quantifier + lexeme), (b) pke—N/PN/pron . " ALSO N/PN/pron. M 


nem-elias “It is Enoch and Elias” (Mort.Jos.32). Against this evidence we have the two 
Bohairic instances of a feminine PN with te (nelia te “It was Lea”, Gen.29:25 — Ciasca 
completed the Sah. after the Bohairic; “his brother’s wife, ete-erddias te “namely Hero- 
dias”, DV I 21). 

(c) Most striking, however, is the paradigmatic affinity of PNs and zero-determinated 
APPs — of “nil determinator” 124 and “significantly absent determinator” 125 . The latter, 
Guillaume’s “nom en puissance”, is effectively used to express “la notion en soi” 
(POTT1ER 1962, cf. Glinz’s “Sachkern"), hence the naming form (Nennform ), nowhere 
more palpable than in the lemmatic application of metalinguistic grammar, when the 
discussed world is a metaphrastic one of “words" 126 , metalexemics or metonomastics: this 
is the generic or “notion” name 127 (often = “Gattungsname”), the point in 
which the high-specificity “proper name” meets the low-properness, unquantified, 
unspecified, uncategorized abstract concept-word proving, the scale of properness to be 


124 The three main types of (pro)nominal indeterminability in Coptic are (a) paradigmatic 
indicant-determinatorial'mdcitrminabiYity (determinators, demonstratives, personal pronouns, 
PNs, incl. the cases treated in 0.2.2h, and their interrogative counterpart nim; the determinated 
relative p-et-/t-et-/n-et-, SHISHA-HALEVY 1986:114); (b) indefinite-quantifier indeterminability 
(the indefinites ouon, hah , hoine ); (c) derivational indeterminability , recalling the “in¬ 
composition” (especially “i./.c") stem-form in Indo-European word-formation: mnt-ElfiT 
“FATHER-hood”, at-NOBE “SIN-lcss” (under which heading I would include pke- “also”, 
see n.123 above). 

125 ZERO in linguistic analysis, and in particular zero determination, are concepts which, 
although directly bearing on the issue at hand, must here be dismissed with no more than brief 
reference. The fundamental theoretical dilemmas involved — is the zero article a morph 
(morpheme, allomorph)? Is it a linguistic sign ora mere extension of an analytic model, used 
“to create syntagmas where there is none” (pennanen 1982:246,248f.)? — cannot be handled 
in this context; there is, however, ample evidence in Coptic grammar supporting an affirmative 
answer on both counts. (See MEIER 1961 for the complexity of the Problematik involved). 

126 Cf. Hansen’s “ordbogform”, hewson 1972:89 n.10 (“the significate is the word itself’), 
coseriu 1973: 20ff., harweg 1968:274f., cf. yotsukura 1970:86. The boundary between 
“nennen ” and “(aus)sagen" is anything but sharply demarcated, pace GAUGER 1971:147. 

127 Cf. Apoll.Dysc. Syntax 1.31: ton kurion emphanizonton kai tengeniken ousian (“Proper names 
also conveying the generic essence”); YOTSUKURA 1970:63ff., 67 “Thus, we could say that 
nouns which can be used in the subject position in the singular without an article and which 
when so used can refer to definite and concrete objects, are similar to Proper Names”, 71 
“temporary status of Proper names”; hewson 1972:76 “(we may therefore put the following 
occupants of the subject slot on a par: John is dark; Man is mortal; Generosity is laudable**). 
“Generics”, a notoriously elusive sub-study of reference and noun grammar, is also concerned 
with the special role or, alternatively, conditioning distribution of zero-forms (see, for 
instance, christophersen 1939:33f., hewson 1972:102, Hawkins 1978, and see 0.4e above). 
It must incidentally be pointed out that in addition to the familiar array of exponents of 
genericity, to wit zero (in Coptic neutral as to number), indefinite (sgl.), definite (sgl. and pi.), 
deictic-pl. {ni- after nthe “like”), we find in Bohairic yet another convergence of non-zero 
“uniqueness” (i.e. high- specificity) and “genericity” marking, viz. by the infelicitously called 
“weak” (rather “non-deictic”) definite article: ph-iom “the Sea”, t-phe “the sYy'\ph-idt “the 
Father”, ph-romi “Man”, t-sefl “the Sword”, ph-nahti “Faith”, ph-mou “Death”; see n. 51. 
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circular, a noun-world-encompassing snake biting its tail. The notion name is cha||< 
istically encountered in etymological, hermeneutical or epistemological discussionj 


pe peiran je-daimonion “What is (the true or original or inner meaning of) this word* 
‘demon*?” (A I 391), piren je ekklisia “the word ‘Church’” (Man.Ps.153, 


je-iesous “the name ‘Jesus”’, ibid. 151) , piren je-stoikheion nouaine “the name (notion) 
‘element of light”’ (Keph.176), peihob je-jioue “this matter (or act), ‘theft’” 
Misc.166), peiskhema je-monakhos “this habit (dress), (signifying) ‘monk”’(BMp|j^ 
Shenoute), oueu te kloole “what docs ‘cloud’ mean?” (Keph.200): see 2.1 Obs.l-2*2JL2 
and 2.3.3 for the constructions involved and 0.3 on the question of “PN meaning n ; A 
second, less prevalent role of the generic name is predicative , in the delocutive Nominal 
Sentence, where it predicates the quality of the genus (and thus is one of the several Coptic 
answers to the “predication of an adjective” 121 ): site pe “It is shameful” (A 1228), i orgi 
an pe “Isn’t it infuriating?” (A II 391); in earlier phases of Egyptian, this function was 
expressed by a special predication pattern (“sentence with adjectival predicate”). 

Obs.( 1) Symmetrically to the significant overlap of PN and ZERO det., there is of course 
the formal coincidence of the specific lexeme, PHORIC DEFINITENESS {p-rdme “the man 
[we were talking about]”) and generic definiteness (tpistis tagape pna... “Faith, 
Charity, Mercy...” Chass.183). 

0bs.(2) Consider the following striking instance, one of many, of cotextual contingent*- 
and functional affinity of PNs, zero-determinated APPs and generic definite relative 
forms, p-et- “he who...”: generic: see 0.4f (3): (“For the All is yours”) eite paulos eitt 

tl'i- 

128 See in detail shisha-HALEVY 1984a:177fT. (one recalls in this context the “attributive” ;APP- 
homonymic PNs discussed above, 0.2.2d, like ddrea “Gift”, rate “Joy”, sophia “Wisdom”). 
Cf. pother’s “adjectivation”(1962),HEWSON 1972:91 (“she liked her servants to be Chuircfi of 
England”; even more striking is “evening” in “She only hoped her white blouse 
cocktail-length skirt, the only clothes she had that were at all evening, were evening 
Kingsley Amis, “Interesting Things”; note the modifiers). Two typical cases of zero detent 
nation in English, both closely related to the “properizing” zero, are, as far as I can sc*JdO|A- 4 
matched in Coptic: the “situation-referred” zero: “please shut gate— puppy in garden”$£fa|^ 
chicken in hot butter”, “do not use lavatory when train is in a station”, the last sample Umf' 
revealing the paradigm here to be zero : indef/quantified y and in this respect distinct from tht 
system of news headlines (“Plea by Deathbed Mum”, “Residents Set to take Car Giantt lCf^ 
Court”, “Twenty Killed in Motorway Crash”), (b) the zero determination of titles (“ProfesfOf 
White”, “Councillor Arden”, “Sister Mary” (monastic), “Sister Murphy” (hospital), 

Nancy”. Note the poetic interplay of capital letters and lower case, zero and indfDni^ 
determination, ringing the changes on different journalistic registers, in Hugh MacDiarmWa 
poem (Complete Poems , ed. W.P.Aitken, Penguin 1985): " 

“Poet’s intuition baffled by peats. 

Nationalism whummled on Border moor. 

Countries Indistinguishable in Dark. 


Scottish Party trains reid herrin’ as guides 
Novelist suggests a phosphorescent line... 
Where is it? Pictures. Prizes for Replies.” 
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apollo eite kepha eite kosmos eite 6nh eite mou eitenetteop eitenetnaldpe\ “be it Paul, be it 
Apollo, be it Kepha, be it the World, be it Life, be it Death, be it the existing, be it those 
about to come into existence” (I Cor.3:22). \ 


1.2 PROPER NAMES AND ADDRESS STATUS (“VOCATIVE’’). REITERATION; COMPATIBILITIES; 
COORDINATION • V> 

(a) In ADDRESS STATUS, the appellative and lower-specificity PNs, marked by a 
prefixed o (stylistically motivated Jor rhetorical effect — at least until otherwise estab¬ 
lished, and much less common than implicitly assumed in general accounts. In martyrol- 
ogies, for example, 6 is extremely common in the martyr-to-king address, but hardly ever 
occurs in the inverse king-to-martyr interpersonal attitude; 6 is also correlatable to 
repeated address: consider DV II 160f.), are as a rule determinated by the definite 
determinator: 6 prome, d pblle “O man, O blind one!” (Wess.9 118b), pcois “O Lord” 
(Gen.24:42 ),psah ‘O master!” (Mt.8:I9). In structural terms, this means \\\eneutraliza¬ 
tion of the determination opposition and in particular of the actualization function; in the 
relative vie w of properness, this means a persistent, immutable higher-properness grad¬ 
ing, i.e. neutralization or freezing, extra-textually (pragmatically) referable, of the scalar 
or rank value . the specificity of the addressed noun is situational and deictic (pragmati¬ 
cally pertinent), and therein too akin to that of the PN 130 . 


129 Cf. meyer 1915:5l7f.; Guillaume I919:300f. (the vocative a kind of “nominal imperative”); 
bally 1950 par.477 (the vocative a “nom propre de la parole”, i.e. a “pragmatic PN”; in 
Par-116. Bally christens the imperative “verbe propre”); svennung 1958:252. nehring apud 
SVENNUNG 1958:334.; ALGEO 1975:37f. (On the affinity of the PN to interjections . parole- 
elements par excellence, seeGERHARDT l949/50esp. l'6ff.). In studies of nominal'address, the 

enters as a noun > getting little or no special attention: see, for instance, Braun in winter 
84.196ff. Evidently, what is pertinent here is the maintaining of opposition between the 
non-addressed and the addressed, with the means carrying this opposition ranging from a 
conditioned def. article to shifted stress. 

130 Compare, for the special determination grade (article-less nunation) of the Arabic vocative, 
RECKendorff 1895:328, par.121: “[the article is a demonstrative* durch welches die indivi- 

ualisierenden Momente bezeichnet werden, die nicht der Situazion selbst angehoeren und 
mcht m sie einbezogen werden; und zwar ruft der best. Art. mit Notwendigkeit den Gedanken 
®n ie Existenzsolcheranderwaertsgelegener Momente wach. Er vertraegt sich also nicht mit 
cm Vok., der seine saemtlichen individualisierenden Momente in der ihm und dem Anru- 
icnden gemeinsamen Situazion hat und in dem Augenblick, in welchem er ausgesprochen 
W,rd * crhaelt”. In Coptic, it is not the definite article that is incompatible with address, but its 
commutation or paradigm. One can hardly concur with Vergote’s verdict (1983:117f.) “cet 
cnriploi de Particle confirme son manque de valeur morphematique”, unless it be in the sense of 
absence of pertinence”. 
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Obs . Carefully to be kept apart from the situation-specific “address noun” (although the 
distinctions are at times tenuous) are the following: \ 

(1) Extraposed (topicalized, segmenting) noun, subsequently resumed — compatible 
with the vocative! ntok de kronos tisos mmok “But you, Kronos, I despise” (III 77). 

(2) Exclaimed noun, occurring also with demonstratives (Sahidic affective-rhetorica \pU 
[pei -], Boh. pai-): o tainihi nspheri “O great miracle!” (DVII 209), margarites! margari¬ 
tes! “Pearls! Pearls!” (a vendor’s cry, NHC VI 2B), o peuangelistes etouaab “O holy 
Evangelist!” (Mu&eon 96[ 1983]255), patere abesalbm.abesalbm paSere “My son A., A my 
son!” (2 Reg. 18:33,19:4). (Note that TESNlERE’s description of the vocative (1965:170f.) 
as the “forme interjective du nom” rather blurs the distinction between exclaimed and 
addressed nouns. 

(3) “Directed discourse” (“ gerichteteRede”): ierousalem ierousalem, the ethoteb nnipro- 
phetes “O, Jerusalem, Jerusalem, that killst the prophets”, (Catena 64; thierousalem 
thierousalem , i.e. definite determination, in the Biblical source, Mt.23:37), o ntok mauaak 
pnoute “O, you, sole God” (A II99). Note the coordination in saoulmn-ionathan mmerate 
“Saul and Jonathan, the beloved” (2 Reg. 1:23). 

(4) Lexeme utterance: noute noute noute “God, God, God” (Man.Ps.164), nto “you 
(fem.)” (ibid. 168; cf. the enumeration of attributes, ibid.\66i.) 

(5) Title address 131 : (Joh.20:16) hrabboune , (Gal.3:6) abba piot . 

(6) A personal-pronoun addressee supplying the imperative with an personal-actantial 
(agentive) exponent: mprrhote ntotn “Be not afraid, you (pi.)” (Ill 88); also nominal 
apposition to second-person personal pronouns. See (d) below. 

Obs. A deictic determinator with APPs is rare as address form: nneirome “O ye men!” 
(AP 12: rhetorical pertinence only?). In exclamation, however, it is almost the rule: o 
peinocnalaham mn-teilupe natojn “O great sighing! O ceaseless pain!” (IV 139). Demon¬ 
stratives are to my knowledge not attested as address nominals in Coptic 132 . 

(b) The PN, undeterminated in address status, is marked for address syntactically, 
optionally (pending a statement of distribution, which is by a prefixed o , marginally also 
by morphological alternation: -e is a vocative mark only when opposed to non-address 
-os (in masculine PNs of Greek extraction — not in masculine borrowed APPs! — and 
apparently not in non-literary sources, where e is often generalized as a final phoneme of 
abbreviated masculin^f^Ns (e.g., antone , theophile , ammone)\ exx. from Scriptural and 
gnostic texts are common): petre, asklepie, trismegiste , (I Tim.6:20) o timothee , (Joh. 14.9) 
philippe. Another kind of address-marking opposition, valid in the same type of corpus in 
a different Greek-origin morphological group of masculine PNs, is -s vs.-0 with zero the 
address-marked term: (4 Mart.78) are , (Act.9:10) anania , (ibid. 33f.) enaia (to be distin¬ 
guished from the feminine unmarked -a, as in tabitha , Act.9:40). PNs are not determi¬ 
nated in address status 133 . 

131 Cf. SVENNUNG 1958 passim , e.g. 336ff., 363ff., 397f. 

132 See SVENNUNG 1958:208ff. on the demonstrative vocative in Greek. 

133 Neither are they determinated, in their vocative case-form, in Greek or German, where, unlike 
Coptic, the PN is compatible with the definite article (for German, cf. MEYER 1915:511 with 
507; for Greek, see note 26 above). In Greek there are two distinct address forms, apparently 


Obs. When the unmarked PN has a definite determinator as a separable component (i.e., 
not the determinator-homonymous morphs treated below, 0.2.2d, in names as tagape , 
pra$e) t it is absent in address, whereby the opposition unmarked: address form is main¬ 
tained (albeit inversely to the formal opposition for APPs); consider pmanikhaios 
“Mani” vs. manikhaios “O Mani!”: see 0.2.2f Obs . (5) above. Such PNs as keep their 
determination in address are of a different (lower) grading: padamas “O Adamas!” 
(Man.Ps.209). 

(c) REITERATION ofPNs in address (o absent) has a special role. Standing in opposi¬ 
tion to non-reiterated vocatives in their specialization as attention drawing and in the fact 
that, unlike simply addressed PNs, they may constitute a separate utterance (prosodi- 
cally, a relatively independent colon) on their own. They function differently from 
zero-determinated reiterated APPs, which occur as a rule in modifier (esp. “adverbial”) 
status, depending for maximal functional resolution on their syntagmatic environment: 
snte snte “by twos” (IV 60), ma ma “place by place” (P 130.5 19 p.104), or definite 
reiterated APPs, with the reiteration expressing class totality (“all representatives of the 
class”): prbmeprome “each and every man” (IV 73), thairesis thairesis “every heresy” (A I 
395) 134 ). Consider the following: (Gen.22:ll) abraham abraham , (AM II 357) georgie 
georgie, (4 Mart. 78) are are , (Eudox.22 vo) eudoxia eudoxia, answered by eisheete 
anok pajoeis “here I am, my lord!”. 

Obs. Reiterated APPs in address are rare. The few exx. I am familiar with are tpsukhe 
tpsukhe “Soul! O soul!” (Man.Ps.181, partly reconstructed), tsefe tsefe “Sword! O 
Sword!” (IV 12) and pibema pibema “O Judgement Throne!” (AM I 117). In het het 
“Heart! O Heart!” (A II 98) the absence of determination indicates a PN status. 

(d) Allocutive (second-person) pronouns constitute a separate address category when 

accompanying an addressed PN, perhaps serving to mark address status or at least 
allocutive mode: (DV II92) ntok ierimias , (PS 73) ntokphilippos. They then constitute a 
single prosodic colon with the PN: tenou ce// ntokpetros//jo .... “Now then, you Peter, 
speak...” (PS 58) “ 

(e) Among ADDRESS COMPATIBILITIES , the imperative features most strikingly. 
Indeed, one suspects that the addressed noun has in this case often the role of explicitat- 


opposed in tone of address tone: the undeterminated vocative appellative (with or without 6) 
alternating with the definite nominative (cf. ApoIl.Dysc., Syntax 1.73-8). No conclusive 
synchronic statement of function has been made on this alternation; see wackernagel 
1928:145, turner J963:34ff. (the definite address form used in the NT “in address to inferiors, 
somewhat impersonally and with particular definiteness [almost pointing)”), blass- 
debrunner-rehkopf 1984 par. 147. See a!so(with the haunting preoccupation with morpho¬ 
logy) KALVERKAEMPER 1978:14lf. 

134 Cf. shisha-halevy 1985:46f. On “ epanadiptosis ” in Greek, see blass-debrunner-rehkopf 
1984 par.493 n.2 (“expressive reiteration, reproduction of actual speech”). 
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ing the actor-actant for the imperative. In syntagm (and a single prosodic colon) with the 
imperative we find the address noun or PN in final placement Sn-hte haro tsunagoge “have 
pity on yourself, O Synagogue” (III 191), tooun adam “Arise, Adam!” (NHC II 89); in 
initial placement, especially with addressed pronouns (a thematic position, with the 
imperative the rheme?): nto tahommatamoi “you,T., tell me”(P 130.2 100 vo ),adamonh 
tooun “Adam, live, arise!” (NHC II 116). Rarer and stylistically marked is the medial 
placement, flanked between two imperatives: tooun petre Soot “Arise, Peter, kill!” 
(Act. 10:13), cf. the chiastic repetition of the insisting invocation in smou eron pSe pie 
smou eron “Bless us, O wood! O wood, bless us!” (A II 378). Compatible with the 
vocative is also the exclaimed modifier euge “well (done)”, also with the adverb kafbs: 
(PS 83) euge thomas auo kalds. ' 

(f) Unlike an addressed PN (see below, 2.2.0.1b), an addresssed appellative may be 
expanded by the nota relationis n< paeidt nagathos “O my good father!” (Ill 96 \phmhal 
mponeros “O wicked slave!” (Ill 25), or the appurtenance satellite nte< nrome nte-pisrael 
“Men of Israel!” (Act.l3:16, 21:28), Greek andres israeleitai ). Like the usual nominal 
satellite of a PN, the apposition to an addressed appellative is definite : nrbme nasneu 
“Men, my brothers!” (Act.l5:7), tiparthenos tiieri mbabulon “Virgin, daughter of 
Babylon!” (Is.47:1). Like the unmarked verbal expansion of a PN (see below, 2.2.1.2), the 
relative expansion of an addressed PN is definite, i.e. actualized-appositive: (DVII 251) 
iohannespetimemmof' John, whom I love!” (DV II251; note the delocutive pronominal 
reference); more interestingly, so is at times the verbal expansion of an addressed APP: 
panouteauopaeibtpentaftanhoei “My God and Father, He who has given me life!” (NHC 
V 62). However, the usual verbal expansion of an addressed APP is non-appositive: 
paeibt etouaab hareh eroou “My holy Father, keep them...” (Joh.l7:l \\peau nakpthro- 
nos eto neau “Glory to you, O Glorious Throne!” (Man.Ps.27). (The non-appositive 
relative here goes to prove that the formal opposition appositive: non-appositive here in 
no way matches the aprioristic functional one of “restrictive” vs. “non-restrictive” 
modification, see below). 

Obs. The actor expression in a determinated relative form in address status is usually 
delocutive: khaire tentascn-hmot “Hail, you (lit. she) who have found grace! (Lc. 1:28) 135 ; 
so is the non-appositive relative expansion of a addressed PN: o prome ntautntonf eulhob 
“O man compared to/^pour!” (Gu6rin 18a), compare phno etclmlomt terf^O vessel all 
self-implicated!” (Chass.22). thierousalim thierousalem tentashotb... “Jerusalem, Jerusa¬ 
lem, she who has murdered...” (Mt.23:27) may be a case of exclaimed, not addressed PN; 
a clear case of allocutive resumption in a non-appositive relative with a directed APP 

135 On the other hand, the verbal theme-topic ("glose", in Damourette-Pichon’s special nomen¬ 
clature, adopted by Polotsky for Egyptian-Coptic) of a Cleft Sentence with a second-person 
focal pronoun (“vedette”) has an interlocutive actor actant (corefcrent with the focus) in the 
Tripartite Pattern as one of the possible constructions: anok an pentaiporkf ebol “It was not 
who plucked him out" (III 141 f.), or in the Bipartite as a resumption: ntotn gar netere-pSaje 
etseh jo mmos erbtn "It is you of whom the written word says...” (Ill 48); in the former case, a 
delocutive pronominal referent is an alternative: anon netempoumetanoi "It is you who have 
not repented” (III 198). 


i 
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f? (determinated by a rhetorical demonstrative) is o tinac nagape o timntteleios etemnte-hi 

"0 great love! O perfection which has (lit. which you [fern. ] have) no measure!” 
f (Clem. 106). 

f < ;; 

(g) Coordinated address PNs or APPs are rare, and have always mn< o tat mn-asklepie 
mn-ammon “O Thot, Asclepios and Ammon!” (NHC VI 72), o Snoufe mn-nekesneu (sic) 
"O Sh., and your brothers, too!” (4 Mart. 105), iakobos mn-iohannes roeis “James and 
John, be vigilant!” (Om.I86). In exclamation: b peinoc naSaham mn-teilupe natojn “O 
great sighing! O ceaseless pain!” (IV 139). 
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2. THE PROPER NAME: SYNTAGMATICS 

2.1 PROPER-NAME SYNTAGMATICS (I): PROPER NAMES COORDINATED 



(a) The coordination of PNs' 34 is effected in Coptic by aud (Boh. ouoh), mn- (Boh. item) or 
zero; aud often coordinates subgroups internally linked by mn-. In non-literary sources, 
mn- seems to predominate. Consider nohe aud abraham mn-isaak mn-iakob mn-neneiote 
terou (P 130.2 5 85), maala aud noua aud egla mn-melkha mn-thersa (Jos. 17:3), auo 
coordinating 13and 11 placenames in Jos. 18:21-8; auplasse n-adam mn-euha “Adam and 
Eve were created” (lit. “They created Adam and Eve)” (Keph.135). Punctuation, if any 
precedes mn-: adam.nemeuha (DVII 231), mikhail.nemgabriil {ibid.250), abraham.mni- 
saak.mniakdb (Wess.9 174: longer lists, ibid.): apparently not so if the coordination is 
bracketed (see below). 


Obs . The pro-PN nim “So-and-so” is coordinated by mn-: Wess.9 159, IV 125 


(b) Zero is rather infrequently used to link PNs, even in long lists, a feature apparently 
shared by personal pronouns. Consider Jos.l5:21-59 {auo and mn-, long lists of names), 
Gen. 10:2 (8 names), Bal. 192 (9 names), 252 (6 names). In real catalogic listing, we do find 
zero, alternating with mn- (zero in longer lists — but note the long formal listing of 12 
names linked by mn-, 4 Mart. 120). Consider the magical name lists in Kropp C110-6 (39 
names), D 40-6 (26 names), R17-8 (15 and 23 names). Some fixed triads seem to a degree 
to favour zero coordination, pairs and other triads to favour mn-: sedrak misak abdenago 
(DV II 84-5), ananias azarias misaei {ibid. 124, in a different order also Chass.76), sem 
kham iapheth (Gen. 6:10, vs. sem nem-iapheth, ibid.), but abraham mn-isaak mn-iakob (IV 
123*jtc.). 


Oir.(l) hi-, the specific zero-lexeme coordinator, is never used to link PNs (see above, 
1.1a), it is, however, fo^d alongside aud to swft-coordinate zero-determinated APPs in 
the PN paradigm: pireh je-noute rmmao hi-angelos “the name/word ‘god’,‘magnate’, 
‘angel’” (Keph.125), oeik hi-erp pe peuran “‘Bread-and-wine’ is their name” (Cat.), 
eunamoute epenipeje-kelebin aud sefe hi-mereh “Iron shall be called ‘axe’ and ‘sword-and- 
lance’” (A II 3) semoute gar araf je-idl aud noute aud refrhob aud rro “He is called 
‘father’,‘god’, ‘workman’, ‘king’”(Tract. Trip. 100 = Cod. JungfNHC 105] vo ),aftiran 
erof je-logos auo Sere “He called Him ‘Word’ and ‘Son’” (Shen.contra Origen.26),/vwi 
je-noute aud Sere mpetjose “the name ‘god’ and ‘son to the Exalted’” (A II 230). 
Disjunction: etreujoos eroou je-eiot e maau “‘that they may call them ‘father’, or 
‘mother’” (III 162). 

I 

136 Clearly, the full account of PN coordinative syntax must await a detailed study of coordina¬ 
tion in general, which will have to come to terms with stylistic and translation-technical as Swell 
as purely grammatical factors. 
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Obs.( 2) PNs, not being syntagms, do not enter the “partitive” coordination aud + /!-, 
symptomatic of noun syntagms (i.e. with a bracketing determinator), as do zero-deter¬ 
minated APPs: au-er-leri nnouti ouoh nlpher epekhristos “they became children of God 
and friends unto Christ” (Catena 229), like pek-Seri auo nhmhal “your son and servant” 
(Ep.105) — even in the naming paradigm: (he who shall be called) demiourgos aud n-eidt 
aud n-logos“Dt miourge and Father and Word”(Cod.Bruc.226). Another coordination 
construction (...A/-...), bracketed by exponents of indefinite determination, is likewise 
excluded with PNs(Obs.[ 1]): (of idols:) hen-[$e...hidneaud on rehiooh hi-siou] “(ones)of 
wood, stone, also sun-moon-and-star(s)” (Chass.84). 

Obs.(3) mn- coordinates the pro-PN nim “so-and-so”: Ex. 10:8 (Greek tines kai tines). 

(c) The precise motivation or regulating mechanism for auo/mn-/0- is still obscure, 
although there are marked differences between their distribution in non-literary and 
Scripture Coptic, on the one hand, and different dialects on the other, which may indicate 
a stylistic value for this variation. Consider the following randomly compiled compara¬ 
tive data, illustrative of Scripture usage; it will suffice in order to bring home the Bohairic 
text’s relatively high degree of adherence to the Greek in this respect, the importance of 
the interrelated parameters of link number and link hierarchy (sub-coordinated groups) 
and the still unclear (stylistic?) factors responsible for the variation; it will be noted that 
aud is rare, and by no means correspondent to Greek kai . 



Sah. 

Boh. 

Greek 

number 

(of linked names) 

Gen.35:24-6 


nem- 

kai- 

3x2 

36:13 


j0f-/-//iem-(last) 0 f-/kai-(\ 2 Lsi) 

4 

15-6 


0- 

0- 

6 

17 


0 - 

0- 

4 

29-30 


0- 

0- 

7 

40-3 


0- 

0- 

11 

Ex. 6:15 

&»/mn- 

nem- 

kai- 

6 


( mn - in 

pair) 



18f. 

0-/mn- 

J t-/nem- 

0-/kai- 

2x2 



(non-zero coordinator inside pair) 


22 

mn- 

nem- 

kai- 

2 

24 

mn- 

nem- 

kai- 

3 

Num.3:17 

mn- 

ft- 

0-/fai/-(last) 

3 

18 

mn- 

nem- 

kai - 

2 

20 

mn- 

nem - 

kai- 

2 

Deut. 6:10 

mn- 

0-/nem-( last) 

kai- 

3 

27:12 


0-/-/rt*m-(last) 0-/-/kai-(\2LSt) 

6 

13 


1 

ST 

V) 

w 

* 

0-/fow-(last) 

0-/kai-(\diSt) 

6 

Rom. 16:14 

mn- 

0- 

0- 

5 

15 

mn-(in pairs) nem- 

kai- (in pairs) 

3+ 1 


tfi/o( bet ween pairs) 

0- (between pairs) 

I Cor.l6:17 

mn- 

nem- 

kai- 

3 
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(d) Bracketed PNs, including ethnic names, are as a rule linked by mn- or aud , never zero. 
Consider the following bracketing nuclei: 1 f - o >, in v - 

(1) Determinators 137 , the pronominal nucleus common elsewhere as a bracketing 
element, are by the nature of things hardly ever found alone with a coordinate 
combination of PNs, but proclitic possessive pronouns are: 

na-patermoute mn-paulos “which (pi.) belong to Patermoute and Paul” (Ep.264), na- 
hraphail mn-gabriel “which (pi.) belong/pertain to Raphael-and-Gabrier (Chass.33; no 
punctuation, contrary to the norm in this text before mn-). 

(2) pke- “also” (0.2.2e): pke-iakdbos mn-idhannes “also James and John” (Lc.5:10), 
tike-routh nem-thamar “also Ruth and Thamar”, (Catena 2), pke-idseph nem-maria “also 
Joseph and Mary” (ibid, 123); less usually pke-saoul aud idnathan “also Saul and Jona¬ 
than” (2 Reg. 1:4). 

(3) Singular personal pronoun + nci- (introducing a multiple-PN explication of a delocu- 
tive pronominal actor-expression in a conjugation-isolating construction); singular pron. 
subject in a Nominal Sentence; topicalized extraposed pronoun, proleptic pron. posses¬ 
sor with inalienable nouns, all expanded by two or more coordinated PNs: aft de 
nje-emmor nem-sikhem “Came (lit. He came, namely) Emmor-and-Sikhem” (Gen.34:20), 
aftenaf de ehoun nje-mouses nem-aaron “In went (lit. He went in, namely) Moses-and- 
Aaron” (Ex. 10:3); nai euebol nhetou pe humenaios mn-alexandros “These, out of whom 
are (lit. is) Hymenaios-and-Alexandros” (I Tim. 1:20), pai pe aaron mn-mouses “This is 
Aaron-and-Moses” (Ex.6:26 Bodmer); contrast, for coordinated APPs, nai ne narkhi 
mn-mpatria nnleuites “These are the chiefs and families of the Levites” (Ex. 6:25 
Bodmer); anok iohannes mn-hili eushai “We (lit. I), John-and-Eli, write” (VC 29,1140, 
anok diosfkouros) mn-qpollo je- anfi... “We (lit. I), Dioscoros-and-Apollo, (write:) ‘We 
have received...” (Ryl.179, sim.207); etootf ngabriH mn-mikhaei “into the hand (lit. ‘his 
hand*) of Gabriel-and-Michael” (PS 139). 

Compare the expansion of extraposed (topicalized) coordinated PNs by a singular 
actor-expression pronoun: epiphanios mn-athanasios tistekhe “E.-and-A., I assent (VC 
10), and (4) below. 

(4) PNs linked by mn- ocair proleptically with the conjugation base, to be resumed by a 
plural pronominal actor expression (conjugation-isolating construction): amouses nem- 
eleazar pioueb auji mpinoub “Moses-and-Eleazar the priest, they took the gold...” 
(Num.31:51). 

(5) PNs are bracketed Uy the direct-object marker n- and the nota relationis in general: 
auplasse n-adam mn-euha “Adam-and-Eve were formed” (Keph.135), pplasma n-adam 



137 Indefinite detcrminator-bracketed lexemes are coordinated by hi- : henimmo hi-rmncoile 
“foreigners and immigrants” (Eph.2:19), ntk-oi*{hote hi-Sperd\ “You are fearsome and won¬ 
drous” (NHC III 140f.) The functional range of nem is broader in Bohairic: eroti nem-ebio 
“milk and honey” (Ex.3:17), “(I want you to fill a deep hole) nhof nem-dragon nem-moui 
nem-cle nem-basiliskos “with snakes and dragons and lions and scorpions and basilisks” (AM 
II 17); therefore, the formal syntagmatic overlap of zero and the PN is more extensive in this 
dialect. 
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mn-euha “the forming of Adam-and-Eve” (/Mi 138). I have no precise information on the 
properties of bracketed APPs or bracketing prepositions with PNs and APPs. 

(6) peje- “said...”: peje-sumeon nem-leui »&w “Said to them Symeon-and-Levi” 
(Gen.34:14) — bracketing with prosodic symptoms: note the placement of noou to 

them”. ’ V'" ; ^ u 

(7) The prefixed title apa- “Father”: apa-zakharias mn-malakhias “Father Zachanas- 

and-Malakhias” (Ep.378). -■*: ? 

(8) The nuclear local-name deriving rm-\ nrm-sodoma mn-gomorra the people of Sodom- 
and-Gomorra” (Chass. 194, no punctuation inside bracket). 

(e) PNs and personal pronouns may be coordinated (PNs following the pronoun, usually 
interlocutive 13 *): nthok nem-aaron “you and Aaron” (Num. 1;32), anok mn-euha “I and 
Eve” (NHC V 65), ountaksou mn-kuriakos “You and Kyriakos have them” (Till, 
Ostr.181), ntok mn-thomas mn-maththaios nentautaas nitn... “To you and Thomas and 
Matthew was it given...” (PS 71). When the pronoun is itself included, we have ebol nhitf 
mn-euha “out of him-and-Eve” (NHC V 66). 


2.2 PROPER NAME SYNTAGMATICS (2): PHRASAL SYNTAX OF 
THE PROPER NAME — NUCLEUS AND SATELLITE 

2.2.S.J GENERAL. PRINCIPLES AND THESES 

2.2.0.1.1 Expandability of the Coptic PN 

(a) A PNis as the case maybe expanded (i.e. NUCLEAR) or expanding (SATELLITAL) 
in phrasal interdependence with other PNs, pronouns and noun syntagms. 

Obs. It is typical of the prevailing-attitude to PN grammar that a PN nucleus (of an 
adnominal clause) is not treated on its own right even in such a perceptive study as 
LEHMANN 1984, cf. 259ff, although in his discussion of appositive relative clauses the 
PN does feature prominently, see 277f. Consider also Lehmann’s preliminary specifica¬ 
tion of “Nomen” (43fT.): “Nominalsyntsagma” = “Refcrenzfaehiger Ausdruck”, “Nom¬ 
inal” = “Nominalsyntagma” minus determinator, “Substantiv”, “Lexeme”: the assign¬ 
ment of the PN is not clear. 

(b) The expansion of a PN by a lexeme is as a general rule not marked by the usual 
adnominal satellite marker, the nota relationis (»-): the nuclear PN enters appositive 
syntagmes, not attributive ones, thus neutralizing whatever functional opposition is 


138 pekeidt nem-anok “your father and l”(Lc.2:48) is typically Bohairic (Sah. has here a consensus 
of “I and your father”, against the Greek ho path souk’ago, probably to avoid this quandary). 
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carried by this formal one of APPOSITION vs.n- expansion 139 . However, thisstatement 
must be further refined and qualified, and does certainly not imply the often alleged 
“incompatibility of PNs with restrictive expansion”. It appears (1) this last view is 
factually unsatisfactory as a general statement, be it universal or language-specific; 
(2) the semantic distinction assumed (or any semantic distinction matching it) is not 
dichotomous, but gradual; grammatically speaking, the assumed distinction is language- 
specifically pre-analytically meaningless; (3) in most cases, the underlying descriptive 
statement, in cases where this mutual exclusion is in apparent evidence, is inverted, and it 
would be (descriptively speaking) accurate to stand the proposition on its head: the 
semantic value of the adjunct is signalled by the high or low properness-grading of the 
nucleus (PN, APP or intermediate), where this is independently signalled, and not vice 
versa 140 . 

(c) With regard to its verbal (more precisely, clausal or nexal) expansion, the PN does not 
in Coptic stand out of range of the opposition “circumstantial vs. relative" (i.e. “adnexal 
vj. attributive”) expansion 141 , since it is not excluded as nucleus to a relative form; still, its 


139 For the comparative dimension, cf. bally 1950par.487f.,MAYSER 1933:103ff. (In Hellenistic 
Greek the PN is expandable by the genitive, ibid. 66, but even then the syntax is appositive: 
horos ho tes Isios kai Osirios huios [ Roset. 10]; see also ibid. 118ff.). 

140 Pace CHRISTOPHersen 1939:162, algeo I975:32ff. (hardly “an insight into the syntactic 
nature of the word-class”, 34); hawkins 1978:285f., halliday-Hasan 1980:147, etc. (From 
the semasiological aspect, “restrictiveness” is, for high-properness nuclei, replaced by “dis¬ 
tinctiveness” or “discriminativeness” (occasionally in a binary opposition with non¬ 
distinctiveness”, cf. “wise Arthur did not try to stop her” (non-distinctive) vs. “Nathan the 
Wise” (distinctive). For a comparable, if different opposition for place-names, consider “la 
ville de Paris” vs. “Paris ville”(the latter distinctive). On the whole, however, the opposition is 
gradient; consider “the fact that some of her friends are Protestant makes things difficult for 
high-spirited Jane” (non-distinctive; TLS 6/4/84, 368). H. James’s “good little Thomas 
Hardy”, “poor great little Rudyard” (non-distinctive, indeed of very low information-value, 
and nearly equivalent to the internal workings of PN morphology, e.g. for expressing 
endearment, intimacy and the like). The distinctive adjunct (with an important subgroup of 
“closed-set” terms djkt have either determination-structure implications: other/same, first/ 
second.../last or belong to closed lexical paradigms: little,small/great,big, colour names) plays 
an important role in the structure and development of new PNs, adding pre- or post- 
formatives to the older ones; consider such surnames as Brownjohn, Littlejohn, Kleinpaul. 
Petit-Pierre (GUILLAUME 1919:289: “la qualite jointe au nom est un element constitutif dc 
1’appellation permanente”), Grotjahn, Grand’ henri — similarly Coptic koui and noc . Also 
piacenames: Little Barrington, Great Russel Street (and of course the distinctive topographical 
adjuncts: -on Water, -on Sea, -am Main, etc. Consider here too the case of divine 
“manifestations” or “allo-names”: Iuppitcr Plutonius, Hor-si-Ese, Jesus Scientist. 

141 See SHlSH a-Halevy 1972:75fT., 1986 :190ff. In this case and others treated here, the aprionstic 

opposition of‘restrictive’ and ’non-restrictive’ is virtually meaningless; it is a prime examp to 
the millenium-long hegemony of logic over grammar in linguistic description. (See* or 
instance, the critical remarks in ROTHENBERG 1972:194,197 for French; or MOTSCH 1966:65 *♦ 
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unmarked (statistically speaking normal) verbal expansion is appositive , i.e. the definite 
determinator or demonstrative pronoun expanded by a relative conversion-form, p-et- or 
pai eh. The expansion is thus in fact NON-VERBAL, as the immediate appositum- 
satellite of the PN is in this case the definite determinator p- or demonstrative pa/ 142 , 
which is in its turn expanded by the relative form. 

The following compatibility table presents the adnominal nexal paradigm (Sahidic), with 
the nominal/pronominal nucleus characterized in better detail (the upper [+/-] indica¬ 
tion line reports on the gramm. communis opinio, if any; the lower on my own findings; no 
indication means “no previous gramm. treatment”, indication in parenthesis “doubtful 
statement” or “no evidence”; the numbers refer to subsequent remarks and attestation 
references supplied where necessary): 


this last a transformationalist’s critique: this and comparable distinctions are of course much 
older than the generativist's model or Lees’ work, and go back at least to mediaeval logic. For 
Coptic, we have Callender's generativist “test”, which is entirely meaningless in a non¬ 
dynamic. non-manipulative “decoding” investigation which looks for formal signals of 
functions (CALLENDER 1970:309ff. “a traditional test for restrictiveness is to remove the 
relative clause and see if the resulting sentence has a different truth value from the original”). 
Yet he inevitably tries to have it both ways, or rather both directions — listener’s as well as 
speaker’s point-of-view model — when he states that “the amount of determination the head 
noun has is crucial to interpreting whether a clause is restrictive or not, because what is really 
being decided is whether the relative is superfluous or not”, as if such “decisions” were within 
the descriptive linguist’s brief. Certain statements in Lehmann 1984, a general-typological 
study of relative constructions that is on the whole penetrating and illuminating, call for more 
elaborate reaction, bearing as they do on the issue of PN nuclei: (261) “...Daraus folgt, dass der 
Nukleus eines restriktiven RSes weder definit noch generich sein darf. Spezifische 
Determination ist dagegen erlaubt...” (264) “Bestimmte Nuklei, naemlich Personalpronomina 
und Eigennamen, erzwingen die Appositivitaet des RSes. Es sind genau diejenige Nomina, die 
inherent definit sind. Im Falle ven Eigennamen laesst sich das Gesetz durchbrechen, wenn 
man einen definiten Artikel dazugibt:... In diesem Falleist der Eigenname nicht selbst definit... 
In bestimmten Faellen kann auch das Personalpronomen vor einem restriktiven RS stehen”. 
Not a great deal is left of what starts as a “Gesetz” and “Erzwingung”, when we reach actual 
syntax; “...sein darf’, “dazugeben”, “kann auch...stehen” and the like reveal the encoding 
(generative) direction of “operational” statements that purport to be decoding. Moreover, 
Lehmann, despite the would-be formal basis of his exposition (appositive : non-appositive), 
needs — even aside from Eurocentric and largely non-empiric prosodic postulates — such 
grammatically unbinding notions as “inherently definite” or “restrictive reading” (Lesung) or 
“semano-syntactic potential” (272) to hold his account together. But most objectionable of all 
to my mind is the aprioristic dichotomy — the “givennness” of an alternative of modular, 
praeter-analytic “restrictive” or “appositive” relative clauses, with which a nucleus must, as it 
were, come to terms — instead of statements in terms of valeur , defined by opposition in its 
turn resolvable by environment, statements which, I am convinced, compel the realization of a 
gradient rather than binary modificatory function. 

142 On the “pronom diterminatif\ see MEYER-LUEBKE 1900 III parr.6I8-625,TOGEBY I965:275f. 
(cf. POLOTSKY 1962:425, SHISH A-HALEVY 1972:126ff). 
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(expansion:) 

nucleus 

e-(circumst.) 

et- 

p-et- 

pai et- 

je- 

PROPER NAME 

_ 

- 

+ 

+ 



+(D 

+ (4) 

+(5) 

+ (9) 

- 

P- (DEFINITE) 

- 

+ 

+ 

+ 



+(2) 

+ 

+ (6) 

+00) 

+ 

Ot/-(INDEFINITE) 

+ 

- 





+ 

- 

+(7) 

+ (11) 

[-] 

0- (ZERO DET.) 

+ 

- 





+(3) 

- 

[-](«) 

[-1(12) 

+ 


Obs. I have left out the following special adnominal satellites: pai e- (demonstrative 
further expanded by the circumstantial (e.g. Mt. 16:28, Col. 1:7, with def. or indef. nuclei); 
zero expansion-mark following an existential statement, with an existant of zero deter¬ 
mination or indeterminability, e.g. ounhoeine men hnnefesoou senasope hnhensmot 
enfoualou an “There are some of his sheep (that) will fall into an undesirable condition" 
(Chass.204, a paraphrasing translation. See SHISHA-HALEVY 1972:98); adnominal “pros¬ 
pective ‘that..."’, see shisha-halevy 1986:212. 

(1) E.g. Heb.3:1-2 

(2) E.g. Ill 48 

(3) E.g. Chass.100 

(4) Below, 2.2.1.7 

(5) Below, 2.2.1.2a 

(6) E.g. Ruth 2:5:6 ( pef-...pet -, following p-...et-\ the possessive article may have different 
verbal-expansion properties). 

(7) Rare, compared with pai + relative: Joh.13:23 (v.l. pai), Kephalaia Ch.154 
(Polotsky, CP 693, Mani-Fund II 9): ounac nsophia tete-mpouteouo mpesrete “a great 
wisdom, (such as) whose kind has never been told". 

(8) I have no attestation. 

(9) Below, 2.2.1.2b 

(10) E.g. Chass.43 

(11) E.g. Ill 117: hendikaios nai etenser-khreia an mmetanoia “righteous ones, such as 
have no need of repentance": “such as" ( quatis , hopoios) seems to be the special meaning 
of this construction; pai e- often occurs in this environment. 

(12) I have no attestation. 

(13) E.g. Ill 69, Wess.9 143a, mn-sahou je-nfliijdf an “There is no curse that does not lie on 
him" (A II 169). The nucleus in this construction is the existant of negative existential 
statements or equivalents thereof, implying non-existence (e.g. rhetorical “what?"): see 
SHISHA-HALEVY 1972:97. 

(d) The appellative expansion of a PN is usually definite: the PN is thus expanded either 
by a definite determinator (p-+ APP, />-+ rel. conversion) or by another PN. One PN 
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expands another in either appositive or possessive- attributive (family- 
ing) junction, in the latter case by means of the nota relationis n - 
distribution with nte-. On the other hand, a PN may expand an APP ( 
lexemic element) that is in any non-zero determination grade (thes* 
non-nexal junction of PN and APP — reveal the fundamental incomf 
and zero determinator, due to their functional affinity observed in 1. 

(e) Since APPOSITION seems to be in Coptic largely restricted to PN/ 
or satellites (or addressed noun phrases, like pasere pamerit “my s< 
Lc.3:22, with a specificity value similar to that of PNs, and othe 
phrases: pjoeis pnou/e “Lord God" (Jer.39:18), phaf preftamio “thi 
NHC II 90), there is no escaping the somewhat unexpected conclusic 
tion between appositive and nota-relationis attributive syntagms ( 
member) is frail, the two phrase forms standing in near-complementai 
the other hand, the appositive and attributive dependences are paradig 
for a PN satellite (2.2.2). 

(f) The question whether the junction of PN and APP in any sequence 
be considered compounds of a kind is not easy to answer, even apart fr 
theoretical difficulty of defining composition in any way but a 
morphemic-juncture one (the danger of applying to Coptic — or ratf 
the universalistic and really Eurocentric concept is here very much 
syntagmatic-formal basis, only the very few “titular" combinatior 
iohannes “Apa (i.e. “Father") John" qualify as PN compounds, 
relatively close internal juncture and fixed componential sequence; 
syntagms with reduced “/./.c." APP, such as se(n)- “son-of-X" or r, 
(with placenames), which are paradigmatically as well as syntagmatic 
close juncture. The paradigmatic semantic approach to composition rr 
ing in this connection: in pdikaios abel “righteous Abel", the constituei 
is certainly more limited (a “semi-open" paradigm) than in pdikaio 
ndikaios) “the righteous man". Moreover, there is no denying that 
sequence “APP-to- PN" is, generally speaking, more contributive to 
as a whole than in the inverse one, “PN-to-APP", which results from tl 
between the respective paradigmatic constituencies. However, the v 
ments, which are purely impressionistic and (what is worse) not empir: 
is doubtful. 

Obs. The issue of PN + APP composition is the main preoccupation ii 
syntactic study of the PN (KALVERKAEMPER 1978:205-281). He off 
penetrating typology of the relevant French syntagms, his main featur 
tion of morphematically marked (by de\ the “substantival" class in t 
tagms) vs. morphematically unmarked junction (the “adjectival" class 
le chien Fifi , Dumas pere , Pierre-cheri, Valphabet Morse , Le Tour L 
without a direct Coptic analogue). While it is true that, at first sight, < 
binomy of morphematically marked (/i-, “attribution", “possession", 
nation”) vs. unmarked (appositive) junction of APP and PN, the pi 
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ig special adnominal satellites: pai e- (demonstrative 
ntial (e.g. MU6:28, Col. 1:7, with def, or indef. nuclei); 
n existential statement, with an existant of zero deter- 
e.g. ounhoeine men hnnefesoou senaiope hnhensmot 
his sheep (that) will fall into an undesirable condition" 
ation. See SHISHA-HALEVY 1972:98); adnominal "pros- 
EVY 1986:212. -s . 


[owing/*-...*/-; the possessive article may have different 

• relative: Joh. 13:23 (v.l. pai ), Kephalaia Ch.154 
[I 9): ounac nsophia tete-mpouieouo mpesrete "a great 
s never been told”. 


etenser-khreia an mmetanoia "righteous ones, such as 
ich as” (qualis, hopoios) seems to be the special meaning 
occurs in this environment. 

tahou je-nfhijdf an "There is no curse that does not lie on 
this construction is the existant of negative existential 
f, implying non-existence (e.g. rhetorical "what? )* *** 

a PN is usually definite: the PN is thus expanded either 
APP, p-+ rel. conversion) or by another PN. One P 
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expands another in either appositive or possessive- attributive (family-relating or localiz¬ 
ing) junction, in the latter case by means of the nota relationis n - in complementary 
distribution with nte-. On the other hand, a PN may expand an APP (lower-properness, 
lexemic element) that is in any non-zero determination grade (these syntagms — the 
non-nexal junction of PN and APP — reveal the fundamental incompatibility of the PN 
and zero determinator, due to their functional affinity observed in 1.1). 

(e) Since APPOSITION seems to be in Coptic largely restricted to PN/pronominal nuclei 
or satellites (or addressed noun phrases, like palere pamerit "my son, my beloved!”, 
Lc.3:22, with a specificity value similar to that of PNs, and other high-properness 
phrases: pjoeis pnoute "Lord God” (Jer.39:18), phaf preftamio "the Creator Snake”, 
NHC II 90), there is no escaping the somewhat unexpected conclusion that the opposi¬ 
tion between appositive and nota-relationis attributive syntagms (/i- + APP second 
member) is frail, the two phrase forms standing in near-complementary distribution. On 
the other hand, the appositive and attributive dependences are paradigmatically opposed 
for a PN satellite (2.2.2). 

(f) The question whether the junction of PN and APP in any sequence may meaningfully 
be considered compounds of a kind is not easy to answer, even apart from the acute basic 
theoretical difficulty of defining composition in any way but a language-specific 
morphemic-juncture one (the danger of applying to Coptic — or rather forcing on it — 
the universalistic and really Eurocentric concept is here very much in presence). On a 
syntagmatic-formal basis, only the very few "titular” combinations of the type apa 
iohannes "Apa (i.e. "Father”) John” qualify as PN compounds, by token of their 
relatively close internal juncture and fixed componential sequence; that is, beside the 
syntagms with reduced "i./.c.” APP, such as Jef/iJ- "son-of-X” or rm(n)~ "man-of-X” 
(with placenames), which are paradigmatically as well as syntagmatically definable as of 
close juncture. The paradigmatic semantic approach to composition may well be reward¬ 
ing in this connection: in pdikaios abel "righteous Abel”, the constituency of the APP slot 
is certainly more limited (a "semi-open” paradigm) than in pdikaios nrome (or prdme 
ndikaios) "the righteous man”. Moreover, there is no denying that the lexeme in the 
sequence "APP-to- PN” is, generally speaking, more contributive to the phrasal notion 
as a whole than in the inverse one, "PN-to-APP”, which results from the difference in size 
between the respective paradigmatic constituencies. However, the value of such state¬ 
ments, which are purely impressionistic and (what is worse) not empirically controllable, 
is doubtful. 

Obs . The issue of PN + APP composition is the main preoccupation in Kalverkaemper’s 
syntactic study of the PN (KALVERKAEMPER 1978:205-281). He offers a detailed and 
penetrating typology of the relevant French syntagms, his main feature being the distinc¬ 
tion of morphematically marked (by de\ the "substantival” class in subordinative syn¬ 
tagms) vs. morphematically unmarked junction (the "adjectival” class, consider the types 
le chien Fiji , Dumas pere , Pierre-cheri , Talphabet Morse , Le Tour Eiffel , the last two 
without a direct Coptic analogue). While it is true that, at first sight, Coptic too offers a 
binomy of morphematically marked («-, "attribution”, "possession”, "phrasal subordi¬ 
nation”) V 5 . unmarked (appositive) junction of APP and PN, the picture is seen upon 
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closer examination to be rather more complicated, involving neutralizations and opposi¬ 
tions of sequence (placement). On the whole, comparison with the situation in French as 
depicted by Kalverkaemper shows the preponderance in Coptic of appositive over 
“subordinative” syntax for the PN in phrasal dependence. 

2.2.0.1.2 Nucleus/satellite relative order (placement) in the PN-containing phrase 14 * 

(a) The high-specificity grading of the personal name and place-name is not, as might 
perhaps be expected, reflected in a mandatory second-position (appositum) placement. 
Variation (at least on first analysis) is characteristic of a considerable range of PN+ APP 
appositive combinations: terit t entere/tentere teret “our daughter T.” (VC 5), prate 
petnecauon/petnecauon bane “your servant PraSe/Bane” (Ryl. 321,327,354f.); martha 
tmakaria/pmakarios philippos “blessed Martha/Philip” (PS 112,184). This may be 
attributed to the very low functional tension between the semantic (as distinct from 
grammatical) nucleus and satellite in these phrases, both with a single human or local 
coreferent; the PN name-labels the APP and does not modify or qualify it. On the other 
hand, the placement does seem conditioned ( i.e. non-pertinent, even if meaningful gram¬ 
matically) in such complex cases as are selectively illustrated by the following types, the 
conditioning factor being either grammatical-syntactic (coordination of PNs, expansion 
of APPs) or stylistic-syntactic (chiasm, flanking or medial PNs): 

(1) Expanded satellital APP (PN in first , antecedent position): kaleb ptere niephone 
pgenezaios “Kh., the son of I. the Kenezite” (Jos.l4:6), bersabee tleere neliab thime 
nouriaspekhettaios “B. E.’s daughter, U. the Hittite’s wife*’ (2 Reg. 11:3), bethleem ptime 
eneredauid loop nhets “Bethleem, the city in which David lived” (Joh.7:42), posit on 
pimagos etsof maria tiparthenos etcosi “Poseidon the impure wizard, Mary the exalted 
virgin” (AM II204), iesouspnoute auo ptere mpnoute “Jesus, God and Son of God” (IV 
42). Exceptions do occur: peprophetes etouaab daniel “the holy prophet, Daniel” (Guerin 
17b). 

(2) Coordinated APPs (PNs in first , prior position): maria tiparthenos ouoh tasungenes 
“Mary the virgin, my kinswoman” (DV I 44). 

(3) Coordinated PNs: (PNs in second , posterior position): plere snau naaron nadab 
mn-abioud “N. and A., Aaron’s two sons” (Lev. 10:1). 

143 This question harc|^ finds a mention in conventional textbook treatments of Coptic 
apposition (see stern 1880: 483, CHaIne 1933 par.259, mallon 1933 par.152, till 1961 
par. 110), quite apart from the fundamental issue of apposition in general which is but 
superficially handled. Callender 1970:228, 234, 307ff. does refer to the order factor, yet 
rather helplessly: “there is relative freedom in the ordering of the members of the apposition”, 

“the relative position of PNs within an appositive construction is free”, “when proper nouns 
are head nouns, usually the appositive words follow...but instances in which the appositive 
precedes the proper noun are not uncommon”), see also CALLENDER 1981:72f. 

In general, see SEILER 1960), kalverkaemper 1978:235ff. “Eindeutig zu klaeren scheint mir 
die Frage” (i.e. of what is the appositum, what the nucleus in a PN+ APP appositive phrase) ^ 
“nicht zu sein (das ist auch nicht notwendig, da ‘Apposition 1 relationel zu verstehen ist — ^ 

with which I cannot concur, since this evades the question of nucleus identification and ignores 
the fact that syntagmatic sequence (=“word-order”) is a tagmemic signifiant. % 

144 Cf.SHlSHA-HALEVY 1986:134f. 


(4) Medial placement 145 : pason theotore psanneh “my brother Th. the oil-vendor” 
(Bal.228), piasebes hirodespiparanomos “impious Herod the lawless” (DV I 22), titheo - 
dokos maria tiparthenos “God’s-Mother Mary, the Virgin” (AM II89 \pekhristos iesous 
penjoeis “Christ Jesus our Lord” (III 224),penjoeisiesouspeneiot auo tenmaauname “our 
Lord Jesus our true father and mother” (IV 129) paeiot..Joseph pihello etsmaroout “my 
father Joseph, the blessed old man” (Mort.Jos.9). 

(5) RHETORICAL figuring: chiastic arrangement : eustoikhia tashime mn-palere eukha- 
ristos mn-tasone eukharistia “Eu. my wife, my son Eu. and my daughter Eu.” (4 
Mart.126); compare the arrangement of the exclamation abesalom palere palere abesa- 
lom “O Absalom, my son! O my son Absalom!” in 2 Reg.l8:33 and 19:4, in partial 
agreement with the Greek order (perhaps adapted in o ioannespateri... pateri ioannes “O 
John, my son! O my son John!”, DV II 173). 

(6) RHETORICAL figuring: phrase repetition , with a fixed PN and varying accumulating 
attributes — the name in first position: iesous pacois iesous paouro mmei iesous pasbter 
nagathos ouoh nnaet iesous pareft oujo iesous pireferhemi iesous piskepastes... “O Jesus, my 
Lord! O Jesus, my true King! O Jesus, my good and merciful Saviour! O Jesus, my 
Champion! O Jesus the guiding, O Jesus the sheltering! (etc.)” (Mort.Jos.17) 

(7) Combinations ( a + d): peneiot ethouab abba kosmapiarkheepiskopos “our holy father, 
Abba Kosma the Archbishop” (AM II 89), pieusebes nouro theodosios piaugustos “the 
pious king, Th. the August” (ibid.50), piagios ioannes piparthenos ethouab “Saint John, 
the holy virgin” (DV II 137). 

(b) In a specimen check of the texts in Shenoute’s writings (III and IV), I find apparent 
flottement to be the rule with administrative titles (III 13:89, 31:29), dikaios “just”(adj.) 
(Ill 103:1 V 71), eiot ‘(ecclesiastical) father” (IV 22:26). In certain cases, however, the 
sequence APP + PN (PN subsequent or posterior) seems to be th t marque term in a binary 
(privative) relative-order opposition. This is the case (1) with “theological” expressions 
(featuring e.g. pnoute “God”, pjoeis “the Lord” etc.), (2) in cases of dialogue address — 
see below, 2.2.2a — and lst-person cotext. This seems (in Coptic and already in at least 
some Demotic texts) to be a real distinction: contrast pason mmerit andreas “my beloved 
brother Andreas” with enokhpefson “Enoch his brother” (Ep.292), even if instances like 
pason ionathan (2 Reg. 1:26) vs. ionathan pef sere (ibid. 2:5) may be influenced by the Greek 
original. (3) With pejorative nouns (e.g. anomos “wicked”, baberome “braggart” etc.), 
this is clearly not specification, but naming, usually well-known, self-evident and auto¬ 
matic, the naming data being an expected follow-up or completion of the APP, with low 
information gain, at least in those cases where the precedent APP is not weakened to a 
praenomen; consider the difference between psah ... “Master...” (e.g. Ryl.150, 365) and 
"P sah “ • the scribe” e.g. Ryl.305, 329; see Crum in Ryl. p.91 n.5). On the other hand, 
the sequence PN+ APP is unmarked and the same time informationally operative (of high 
communicative dynamism or information gain — significant, non-automatic), i.e. 
adding new specificatory, cognominal, identificatory or classifying detail to the name 
(which, bein near-pronominal, has antecedence in the syntagmatic chain): here we find 
normal attribution or adjunction of information concerning family relationship, 

145 Cf., for media! placement of PNs in Latin, leumann-hofmann-SZANTYR 1965:410. 
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profession, administrative status and the like, that is often discriminative. A specimen 
pair of constructions, namely “PJV+ pet-(det. rei) ” and “pe/- + PN" illustrates this role 
opposition neatly: the former adds new information (see exx. in 2.2.1.2), the latter (e.g. Ill 
68, 102,216, IV 39,108 etc.), best translated in paraphrasis as “he who..., whose name, as 
we all know, is X” does not. 

(c) In fact, the impression gained on a more extensive corpus-base confirms this view. The 
phrase constituent that is incorporated in the text is the PN — like the pronoun! — which 
is therefore unmarked in the binary paradigm of two sequences: 

(a) PN + APP (high information gain or CD within the phrase) 

(b) APP+ PN (low information gain or CD), 

with (a) the term stylistically unmarked, (b) a term marked by a tagmemic distinctive 
feature with functional correlates that have mainly to do with the rhetorical factor 
(address or locutive perspective) or information staging. For the latter aspect, a compari¬ 
son of the PN with a personal pronoun is instructive: while “ ntof + APP" advances 
information, “ APP+ ntof ’ does not, but serves to contrast the APP (ntof here being an 
augens , not a personal pronoun in apposition 146 ; I would even go so far as describing the 
two orders of first- and second-position PNs as two different linguistic signs). For 
advancing naming information, a different construction altogether is used, viz. a relative 
identitive Nominal Sentence: psere iem ete-abesalom pe “the child, namely Absalom” (2 
Reg. 14:21 — the usual current sequence is abesalompsere). An interlocutive pronoun too 
can be “informatively adjoined” in the same way: pekhmhal ete-anok pe “your servant, 
namely myself’ recurring in the Morgan text of Kings (e.g. 2 Reg. 15:8), in true opposition 
with anon nefhmhal “we, your servants” (ibid. 15:15); kronos ete-ntok pe “Kronos, that is 
you” (Chass.39f.), pima ethouab...ete-ntho pe “the holy place, which is you (f.)” (Dorm. 
Mar. 14), see also DV II 118, Dorm.Mar.7,8, nsiour mnmparthenos etentotn pe “the 
eunuchs and virgins, namely you (pi.)” (IV 31); also III 36, Wess.9 162. 

Obs. (1) The status and formulation of this problem in translated texts is problematic, 
since there can be no doubt that distribution and alternation data are in this case less 
valuable, but an assumption of automatic motivation of the Coptic sequence by the 
Greek one is unwarranted and indeed wrong. Consider “King Agrippas” in the Acts: 

prro agrippas (26:2:27) — in address (= Greek) 

agrippas prro (12:#*25:13) — in narrative (= Greek) 

(26:26) - in dialogue (not address) (not = Greek) 

Obs . (2) A thorough examination of differences between the Coptic and the Greek 
idiomatic arranging of information in “name-specifying a lexeme” will, I feel, prove 
worth while. My impression, for all it is worth, is that whereas Coptic often starts with an 
APP (low information gain contour), Greek prefers an inverse sequence: oulimen je- 
phenix “(to) a harbour called Ph.” (Act.27:2), Greek “to Phoenix, a harbour...”; ansooun - 
tnesos je-melitepepesran “We knew the island’s name to be Melite” (ibid. 28:1), Greek 
“We knew that Melite was the island’s name” (the second example an instance of the 


146 Cf. SHISHA-HALEVY 1986:177ff. 


proleptic syntax, favoured by Coptic). The question is far from simple, and involves 
macrosyntactics (see harweg 1979, e.g. 187f., 319, on “familiarizing” a new PN). 

Obs. (3) The complete synthetic adnominal (i.e. adlexemic) PN paradigm must include 
two other members that are not appositive, selected by the APP determination and 
therefore macrosyntactically marked (see in detail 2.2.2.4): 
ou-/-...je- + PN 
pei-...je- + PN. 


2.2.1 THE PROPER NAME NUCLEAR 

2.2.1.1 Definite appositive-appellative (definite-determinator) expansion 

(a) Family relationship 

(b) Social status 

(c) Administrative/ecclesiastic/theological status or function; titles; 

vocations 

(d) Ethnic or local identification 

(e) Stock (complimentary, self-depracatory, pejorative) phrases 
(0 Appositive expansion of placenames 

2.2.1.2 Appositive-relative (definite-determinator) verbal expansion 

2.2.1.3 Indefinite appositive-appellative expansion 

2.2.1.4 Distinctive appositive “adjectival” lexemes 

2.2.1.5 Non-appositive-appellative expansion 

(a) The nota relationis (/?-); - os ; metaphrastic adjuncts 

(b) nte- 

(c) je- 

2.2.1.6 Non-appositive verbal expansion: the circumstantial 
2.2.1.7.Non-appositive verbal expansion: the relative 

2.2.1.8 PNs expanded by augentia 

2.24.9 Macrosyntactic expansion: anaphoric-pronominal reference to PNs 

2.2.1.1. The DEFINITE, APPOSITIVE-APPELLATIVE EXPANSION of a PN, more accurately, 
expansion by the definite determinator forther expanded by a lexeme — adds per¬ 
sonal information, often identifying (homonymy-resolving) or classifying, seldom 
“automatic” or assumed as known (even when not “new” in the textual sense); it is of a 
relatively high information gain, unmarked for rhetoricity. This is the alternant construc¬ 
tion for the nota relationis (/?-)+ zero-determinated lexeme phrase, which is marked after a 
nuclear PN: 

(a) Family relationship is expressed by possessed APPs: iohannes pefson “his brother 
John” (Mt.l7:l), elisabeth tefshime “his wife E.” (Lc.l:24), alexandros peshai “her 
husband A.”(DV I 123 ),maria ta-iakobos “James’s Mary”(Mt.27:56) (pa -, the nuclear 
possessive pronoun, neutralizes distinctions of family relationship). NB: patronymic 
identification (see 2.2.3.1 for “PN‘ of’ PN" in this rol e):pserep$ere ndanieT'Pse re son of 
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Daniel” (Ep.178; note the significant compatibility of the two homonyms “pSere'% the 
first PN, the second APP), iohannes pSn-pmak(arios) mena (Ryl.128), ianne pien- 
pmak(arios) plakitos (Bal.154), anna tieere mphanouel (IV 29). 

Obs.( 1) Contrast 2.2.2. la (precedent family-relation with rhetorical address characteriza¬ 
tion). The PN is nuclear in the narrative sequence. 

Obs.( 2) The normal determination in Bohairic of the “ nomen relativum ” is by p~ 9 the 
grammatical-syntagmatic definite determinator, and not the deictic one, pi-, the charac¬ 
teristic of the appositional determination:phinneosp-seri neleazar p-seri naardn pi-oueb 
“Ph. son of E., son of A. the Priest” (Num.3I:6) 

(b) Social status: “servant”: agar teshmhal“A ., her maidservant” (Gen. 16:1), dauidpabdk 
“David, my servant” (DV I 180) 

(c) Administrative/ecclesiastic/theological status, divinefunctions or manifestations; voca¬ 
tion “labels”. While the information supplied by the apposition in this case is by no means 
always new or unexpected, we often have here specifying or distinctive characterization, 
the appellative in the role of a by-name or cognomina! identification, sometimes verging 
on a surname (in which case the appositive group as a whole constitutes the full (complex) 
name, of which the PN alone would be a “first name” component): lusiaspkhiliarkhos “L. 
the Chiliarch” (Act.24:22), taurinepnomikos “T. the Lawyer” (Ryl. 137), iouliospkomen - 
tarisios “J. the Commentariensis” (4 Mart. 97), “ NNpresb /”, “NNdiak /”, “Priest/Dia- 
con X” (e.g. Bal. 102,358 - often without def. article), apageorgepnoc nrome “Apa G. the 
headman” (Ryl.216); iohannespneeb “John the sailor” (Ryl.216), apollonpkitharddos “A. 
the Harpist” (A I 386); ioannes pireftioms, ioannes pieuangelistes, mouses pinomothetes 
“John the Baptist”,“John the Euangelist”, “Moses the Law-Giver”, gabriel pangelos 
“G. the Angel” (Lc.l:26), aggaiospeprophetes “H. the Prophet” (Hag.2:10). Very strik¬ 
ing is the use of this construction for complex divine names, the specific manifestation or 
attributes of a deity; consider the Manichaean iisous pprie “Jesus the Shining Forth” 
(“Jesu der Glanz”) or iesous plilou “Jesus the Child” (comparing of course Hr p3 Hrd; 
Keph. 35,80)^ 

(d ) Ethnic/local identification. In most sources, no opposition at all with the satellital PN 
(2.2.2). Here too, the cjj^istruction often borders on a complex name: ourias pekhettaios 
“U. the Hittite” (2 Reg l 1:6), Eliphaspethaimanites, baldadpsaukhites “E. the Theman- 
ite, B. the Saukhite” (Job.22;l, 25:1), maria tmagdalene “Mary Magdalene” - truly 
distinctive (opp. to tkemaria “the other M.”, maria ta-iakobos “James’ M.” (Me. 15:40), 
paese prm-pousire “P. of Busiris” (4 Mart.34), idseph piebol hn-arimatheia “Joseph of 
Arimathaia” (Catena 114). 

Obs. The distinctive appellative appositum is adjunctally negated in an example charac¬ 
teristic of hermeneutical grammar (see 2.4 passim ): peje-ioudas piskariotes an “Said 
Judas — not Iskariot” (Catena 215, cf. Joh.14:21-3). 

(e) Stock (complimentary, selfdepracatory, pejorative) phrases — rhetorical, often in 
address. Note the tell-tale superlatives: phestepekratistos “O noble Phestus!” (Act.26:25), 
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6 giorgiospamenrit “O my beloved George!” (AM II 207), pkur/ theodorake pendoxota- 
tos, longine pmegaloprepestatos “Most esteemed Lord Th.’\ “magnificent L.” (Ryl.129, 
130), iisous pnaet “Merciful Jesus” (PS 26, contrast with psoter nnaet, “the merciful 
Saviour”, the complementary nota relations construction for an APP nucleus, ibid. 32), 
abelpdikaios “A. the righteous” (Mt.23:35), phnoutippantokrator “Almighty God” (DV 
147), again near complex names; sabaothpagathos “Good S.” (PS 123); nestorios tibaior 
“N. the she-fox” (Shen. contra Origen. 50). 

Obs. Contrast 2.2.2.1c: I cannot define any functional load correlatable to the difference 
in sequence. v 

(0 The relatively uncommon oppositive expansion of placenames consists of representa* 
fives of a closed list of relatively formalized (i.e. low-semantic- content) “geographical” 
lexemes; tpolis “city, town” is a case in point: nazareth tpolis “the town of N.” (Lc.2:4, 
inverse order in the Greek), arabok tpolis “the town of A.” (Jos. 15:13, inverse order in the 
Greek), tigris piero “the river T.” (Eudox.l7vo). On the whole, the evidence for this 
construction is weak compared with the PN appositive specification of geographical 
nuclear lexemes (2.2.2. le); in contrast to personal PNs, the dialogue: narrative textemic 
factor is here inoperative. 


2.2.1.2 Appositive relative (definite-determinator) expansion: 

(a) p-et- “he who.../whom...” etc., varying-altemating in gender (conditioned by the 
name sex) and relative construction — the determinated relative (i.e. relative conversion 
expanding the article) 147 and the article anaphoric, not exophoric (“the one who”, “he 
who” and not “such as”). In symmetry with the normal exclusion of the nota relationis n- 
+ zero-determinated APP. as unmarked adnominal expansion of the high-properness PN, 
in favour of the appositive definite article, we witness the replacement of the relative 
conversion (expanding the definite determinator nucleus of the lexemic noun syntagm: 
p-{rdme] et-sotm the [man] who listens”) by the phoric definite article immediately 
expanded by the relative, form. In other words: the PN-actualizator, instead of being itself 
nuclear, conditions a definite determinator in apposition to itself as a “representative” 
nucleus (and prime satellite), raising the satellital specificity. The aprioristic and univer- 
salistic semantic distinction of “restrictive” or “defining” vs.“non-restrictive”or “char- 


147 The relative enters into syntagm with two superficially homomonymous definite-article-like 
elements (p-et-): one is a nuclear determinator, gender-number-commutable (p-et-, t-et-, 
combined with the full tense-form range of relative conversions, functionally 
anaphoric-specific (“the one who...”) or generic (“anyone who”); another is an invariable p- 
morph compatible with the determinators, “lexemizing” a certin restricted list of relative 
constructions (state or quality, in the present tense) forming syntagms equivalent to zero- 
determinated lexemes, which may expand almost any determinator (hen-p-et-ouaab “(some) 
holy ones”; seesHiSHA-HALEVY 1986:114). 
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acterizing” relative strikes one in either case as simplistic, praeter-analytic — imposed 
and imported from “general” (‘universal-logic’) language. The correct statement of 
functional opposition in the post-PN phrasal environment seems to be rather 
UNMARKED (formally, appositive relative expansion) vs. MARKED (esp. narrative ; 
formally non-appositive). By and large, it is the appositive syntax as unmarked expansion 
that signals the high properness of its nucleus, if not otherwise marked; the appositive 
relative p-et- has an entirely different value where it is the marked member opposed to an 
unmarked eu , following noun syntagms. On the other hand, it is the PN that character¬ 
izes a non-appositive relative as non-distinctive, not the other way around: see below. 
Some exx.: ioulianospetsoof “Julian the Unclean (who is...)”(DV 164), iesouspetoumoute 
erof je-pekhristos “Jesus, who is called Christ” (Mt.27:17), our ias pent aftreumooutf“\3. 
whom he (i.e. David) caused to be killed” (IV 132.9), herddes...phe etafhdteb nnialdoui 
“Herod, who killed the babies” (Catena 41), anok tirefrnobe eudoxia tentanesnobe asai 
emate “I, the sinner Eudoxia, whose sins are very numerous” (Ep.199). Placenames: 
aroer tetloop hatn-nespotou mpekheimarros “A., which is on the banks of the river” 
(Deut. 2:36), gabaar tentaftaas mphinees “G., which he gave Ph.” (Jos.24:33). 

(b) pai et- “this who...” is in Sahidic and Bohairic a second, text-juncturally opposed 
form of relative expansion for the PN nucleus: an explicitly deictic (demonstrative) 
nucleus instead of the ambiguously phoric definite determinator, in apposition to the PN 
(cf. the Romance tl pronom determinate antecedent, French celui qui..., see n. 142). It is in 
Sahidic usually the exponent of cohesion at some (relative) distance from the PN and of 

anaphoric reference to a preceding def. article: ioudas piskariotis . pai entafsope mpro - 

dotes “Judas Iskariot...he who turned traitor” (Lc.6:16); often discriminative, singling 
out and discriminating its antecedent, pace the consensus regarding appositive rel. 
expansion: iosespetesaumoute erof je-barsabaspai entauti-rinf eioustos “ J. who was called 
B., he whose name was changed to J.” (Act. 1:23), peneidt abraham pai entafmou “our 
father Abraham, the one who died” (Joh.8:53), in Boh., where it is opposed to phe et 
phai et - marks an interlocutive perspective, with lst-person actants; often affectively, 
sometimes with an iste- like tone of contempt. Consider Gen.24:28, 39:17, Ex.10:11, 
11:6,15:13,16:17; DV133. Three typical syntagmatic constellations for the occurrence of 
pai et - are illustrated by the following exx.: takous tetmoumoute eros je-hrebekka tai 
enta-testapro tsabo esaje hmpcoT* T., who is called Rebekka, she (lit. thisff.] whose mouth 
has learnt to speak falgdiV” ( p 130.1 140 p.347); tsanso tsone napa hllo tai etjd mmos “T., 
Apa Hilo’s sister, she who says...” (ibid. p.348), a solomon r-rro hnnehoou ntirene pai 
entapnoute ti-mton naf mpefkote “Solomon reigned in the days of peace, he to whom God 
gave rest all around” (Sir.47), idseph panakhorites pai etoueh hiptoou njeme “Joseph the 
Anchorite, the one that lives on the hill of Thebes” (Ep.87), gait tai ethn-bethel “G., the 
2nd one that is in Bethel” (Jos.7:2). 

Obs. The definite noun pma“ the place” apparently serves as a “dummy antecedent” of a 
verbal expansion of a placename, the appositive p-et - being apparently avoided: ierousa - 
lem pima etsse eoudst mmof “Jerusalem, the place where it befits to worship” (Catena 
187), nazareth pma ntausanousf nhetf “Nazareth, the place where he was brought up 
(Lc.4:16) 


2.2.1.3 The indefinite appositive-appeilative expansion of a PN, usually attested in the 
singular, is of a special formal interest because of the tension of specificity existing 
between the two constituents of the phrase, making for a high-to-low specificity contour 
which is clearly non-distinctive and classificatory, in functional opposition to the PN + 
definite APP sequence treated above. The construction is well attested (pace CALLENDER 
1970:240f.; I find his assertion to the effect that the expansion is here ‘specific* equally 
unacceptable), albeit only (?) in translated sources. NB: the post-PN determination 
paradigm - PN p-/ou- excludes the zero grade: no abstract/generic lexeme form is found 
to occur. Exx.: serkiospaulos ourome nrmnhet “S.P., a clever man” (Act. 13:7), nikolaos 
ouproseluthos nantiokheus , Stephanos ourome efjek ebol “Nikolaus, an Antiochean prose¬ 
lyte; Stephen, an accomplished man” (Act.6:5), barnabas mn-paulos, henrome eauti 
nneupsukhe “Barnabas and Paul, people who have given their soul (Act.l5:25f.), eis- 
ioudas , oua ebol hm-pmntsnoous “Judas* one of the T welve (Mt.26:47), marim oua nnioueb 
“M., one of the priests” (NHC V [441.16,) tebatha oukhimaros mmoou “Th., a stream of 
water” (Deut. 10:7 Budge, Boh. iethebatha oukahi... I., a country...”, corresponding to 
variant readings in the Greek), salem oubaki nte-sikima “S., a town of S.” (Gen.33:18), 
ourmnekintdre oupolis nte-thebais “native of Dendera, a city of theThebaid” (Till, ML II 
31). 

Obs. The macrosyntactic function of this construction is “familiarizing” (“Bekanntma- 
chung”) a new PN: see HARWEG 1979:319 and passim . 


2.2.1.4 The appositive “adjectival” lexemes attested as expansion of a PN, all members of 
closed lexical sets, serve either as distinctive (cognominal), or as automatic and incidental 
or (very specially) quantifying adjuncts. The opposition between the first and second 
function is carried by the junctural feature of absence of determination (of the adjunct), 
marking the inner boundary of a complex proper name’, a definite appositive lexeme 
marks the second constituent of a noun phrase. I know of the following adjuncts 
occurring in this construction: sem, km “little”, “small”; noc “big”, “great”: iezekiel 
sem “Little Ezekiel” (Ep.297 ),psaisem “Little P.”(P 130.1 140 p.347), kolthe, anoup koui 
“Little K., A.” (Bal.363,395), iohannes noc , apa anoup noc “Big John”, “Big Apa A”, 
(Diet.93b, 251a), tbabulon noc “Great Babylon” (i.e., not the Egyptian one, at least in the 
Coptic translator’s conception? Apoc.l6:19); contrast the non-distinctive det. satellite in 
her odes pnoc “Great Herod” (Copt.Apocr.Gosp.148), sidon tnoc “Great Sidon” 
(Joh. 11:8 Thompson, 19:28). 

Obs.(\) manikhaios sneu “two Manis” (Keph.188) is strictly speaking a case of determi¬ 
nated (or quantified) PNs (0.2.20. 

Obs.(2) In iohannes nim “which John?” (AM II 124) the interrogative personal pronoun 
inquires about the distinctive identity or resolution of homonymous PNs. 

0fo.(3) The qualification in the case of tnoc nsidon (Jos. 11:2 Thompson, Maspero — 
properly a case of the satellital PN, 2.2.2.5b) and n-sidon nnoc nte-torine “great Sidon of 
the mountain country” (ibid., Kasser) are distinctive ( S. he megale , “Greater Sidon”, 
sidon rabbah)\ on the other hand, tbabulon noc / v.l. nnoc (Apoc. 16:19,14:17 etc.) may be 
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non-distinctive, although the Coptic translator’s association of this city with the Egyp¬ 
tian Babylon may be at least in part responsible for the variation. 

Obs.( 4) pkoui niakobos (2.2.2.5b) “Little James”, “James the less” (Me. 15:40) is distinc¬ 
tive, without forming, however, a compound proper name. 

05j.( 5) I know of one example at least of a personal pronoun modified by sem : anok Um 
“little me” (Lepsius, Denkmaeler VI 102, quoted in stern 1880:92). 


2.2.1.5 Non-appositive appellative expansion 

(a) The nota relationis (n-) rarely introduces an APP expansion of a PN (it normally 
relates two personal names to one another: 2.2.3.1). A striking exception to this is the 
metaphrastic (distinctive!) modification of a PN (in hermeneutical grammar): ierikho 
nnoiton , lazaros nnoetos “Jericho/Lazarus (meant) notionally (symbolically)” (Catena 
165f.,209), kain nsarkikos “Carnal Cain” (NHC II 91) is one of two kinds of Cain: see 
0.2.2m, on adam . Yet another exception is nnoc , “greater...”, with placenames (see 
above). Quite similarly, we find the Greek-origin adverbal modifier ending - os as a 
metaphrastic modifier of PNs: martha nem-maria pneumatikos , ierousalem pneumatikds 
“Martha and Mary, Jerusalem (meant) spiritually” (Catena 142,155). 

Obs. In pai-dauidmberi “this new David” (AM II192) the nota relationis is correctable — 
and probably referable — to the demonstrative: see 0.2.2c. Similarly, pekapollon napsuk- 
hon “Your lifeless Apollo” (4 Mart.66, 0.2.2m). 

(b) nte- does not as a rule introduce an APP expansion of a personal name, even in 
Bohairic where it is functionally more important as a relator of two nouns (see below, 
2.2.2a); it relates two placenames, a personal name and a placename (2.2.3) or, rare and 
cliche-like, a placename and an APP: geena nte-pikhrbm “Hell of Fire” (AM II231, after 
Mt.5:22; clearly a case of appurtenance rather than possession). 

(c) je- relates an APP as translation or explication (hermeneia) to a nuclear PN (see 
2.3.1.3): asser je-oumethramao “A., that is ‘Riches’” isakhar je-phbekhe “I., that is 
‘Wages’” (Gen.30:13:18, Bohairic consensus. 

2.2.1.6 Non-appositive verbal expansion: the circumstantial . 

Like the definite determinator in noun syntagms (= “definite nouns”), the PN, itself in 
various syntactic statuses, may be non-distinctively expanded by the specific adnexal 
conversion (alias “circumstantial”); this is the “predicative” term in the adnominal 
paradigm featuring also peu/pai et- (unmarked) and et - (marked), and in a sense the true 
and (functionally speaking) pertinent “appositive” member of the paradigm, a verbal 
MARKED NON-DISTINCTIVE term corresponding to the indefinite appositum (2.2.1.3 
above): nteihe on pe pefhmhal elissaios eaftounes-netmoout “Thus also his servant E. 
raised (lit. “having raised”) the dead” (A I 267), tathan mn-abeiron empouparanomei rd 
nteihe ters “D. and A., not having at all transgressed like this” (BM 8800 11 vo), ouoeinau 


ebol hitm-pjoeis iisous eftihap eroou “Woe unto them from the Lord Jesus, pronouncing 
judgement on them (III 134), neuntau mmau mpke-ibhannis efsmse nau “They also had 
John serving them” (Act. 13:5), nterousdtm de ephilippos efeuangelize ntmntero mpnoute 
“But having listened to Philip preaching the Kingdom of God” (ibid. 8:12). 


2.2.1.7 Non-appositive verbal expansion: the relative . 

Despite the restriction discussed above (2.2.1.2a) and to a degree in the face of current 
grammatical impression, the non-appositive relative conversion is well attested in Coptic 
expanding a PN, marked in the following special roles, all non-distinctive (note the 
relative rarity of the present/future et(na)-): 

(a) the narrative modification of the PN (by the relative perfect (e)ntaf-): (“I refer to the 
truly heroic) idb ntafr-eremos ebol hn-hob nim etsoop naf auo ntaueine nouplege ejm - 
pefsoma “who became desolate of all he had and whose body was afflicted” (Leyd. 352), 
lazaros etapeois tounosfebol hen-ne etmoout afteif mmartha nem-maria nefsoni “Lazarus, 
whom the Lord raised from the dead and handed over to his sisters M. and M.” (DVII 
68). A somewhat special case is illustrated by pai pe iesous ntaufitf nte-tiutn ehrai etpe 
“This is Jesus, who was taken away from you to heaven” (Act. 1:11 Thompson, houtos ho 
iesous ho analemphtheis (the reading a near-consensus in Sahidic). This locus is discussed 
by CALLENDER (1970:314ff.), who considers the construction unique and offers three 
alternative explanations, none of which seems to me satisfactory: (1) iesous is not a ‘true 
PN’; (2) the relative describes pai (anacoluthically and against the Greek), (3) this is a 
servile, miscomprehending translation of the Greek. In fact, this is a construction 
well-attested elsewhere, to be judged with other cases of “adnominal narrative”: pai pe 
mouses ntauarna mmof“ This is Moses, who was denied...” (Act.7:35), tai te thierousalem 
ntaikaas ntmete nnhethnos “This is Jerusalem, that I put in the midst of nations” (Ez.5:5), 
pei pe pilatos etafti-hep aiesous “This is Pilate, who sentenced Jesus” (Man.Hom.91). 

(b) The relative perfect following nthe (Boh. mphreti) “like”, “as” — historical-narrative 

“paradigmatic” comparison: , >r 

nthe mmikhaias entaurohtf ehoun hntefouoce “like M., who was struck on his cheek”, 
...nthe on nieremias ntaunojf eusei “like Jeremias, who was thrown in a well” (III 106), 
nthe...niannes mn-iambres entauaheratou oube-mouses “like I. and I. who arose against 
Moses” (II Tim.3:8), nthe nadab mn-abioudntaumou “like N. and A., who died” (A I 
230), mphreti ro on mbalaam etaferpropheteuin “also just like B., who prophesied...”, 
kata-the nabraham entafpisteue epnoute auops erof eudikaiosune “like Abraham, who 
believed in God and it was accounted to him as righteousness” (Gal.3:6, with no relative 
in the Greek) — an illuminating case, proving this construction to be the “modular” 
adnominal form of a whole narrative stretch (cf. Gen. 15:6: afpisteue nci-abraham epnoute 
auops erof eudikaiosune “He believed in God, Abraham, and it was accounted to him for 
righteousness”). 

(c) The hermeneutical or glossing-identifying relative endophoric (“impersonal”) Nomi¬ 
nal Sentence, serving to equate two PNs or identify a PN with an APP: iesous ete- 
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aberamenthd pe Jesus, i.e. A. ’ (PS 360), kronos ete-petbe pe, iphaistos ete-ptah pie 
Kronos, i.e. Petbe; Hephaistos, i.e. Ptah” (A 1383f.,385, cf. kronos ete-ntok pe"Kronos 
which is you”, Chass.39f.), saulos ete-paulos pe “Saul, that is Paul” (Act.13:9), maria 


nte-iakobos ete-titheotokos te “James’ Mary, i.e. the Mother of God” (Catena 221), 
abraham ete-pai pe peneidt tern “Abraham, the father of us all” (Rom.4:16). (Note that 


ete- in the hermeneutical construction proves itself different from the non-glossing 
relative in its compatibility with an indefinite/zero det. nucleus 14 *). 


(d) Assorted Bipartite Pattern cases, evidently indifferent to the distinctivemon- 
distinctive differentiation, but mostly non-distinctive: amnte etknabdk ehrai erof" Hell, 
to which you will (eventually) descend” (Chass.28), (“It is not me you are attacking, but) 
iesous etoueh hn-nikhristianos “Jesus, who dwells in Christians” (III 79 = “the Jesus in 
me ), martha mn-maria etoujo mmos eroou je-pjoeis me mmoou “Martha and Mary, of 
whom it was said that the Lord loved them” (non-distinctive; Shen. contra Origen.44), 
thekla ete-toei my Thekla” (AP 10, Subakhmimic), rakhab de etmmau...anapisraeI ti-so 
eros “and the said Rakhab, the Israelites spared her” (Om.p.40), ierousalem ethen-pcisi 
“the sublime Jerusalem” (distinctive, DV II 20). 


Obs.{ 1) The PN may naturally occur in nexal (not phrasal) dependence with any relative 
form — namely, as focus ("vedette") of a Cleft Sentence: paulos etshai “(It is Paul who 
writes” (Bal.303) 14 ’: me mouses anpentaftinetn mpnomos “Is it not Moses who gave you 
the Law? (Joh.7:19). Consider the neat opposition of nexal et- to adjunctal pet-, in: 
iesous etniine nsof petanji-tupos abal mmaf' ‘It is Jesus that we seek, on whom we have 
modelled ourselves” (Man.Ps.170) 

Obs.( 2) Non-narrative ntaf-/entaf- following a PN must be interpreted as a Second 
Perfect (i.e. "that" — (theme-topic) constituent of a Cleft Sentence with adverbial focus), 
with the PN topicalized and pronominally resumed in the Cleft Sentence: idseph on 
ntapnoutejastf..etbe-je-affi erofhnouji neons “Joseph, it is because he endured an outrage 
that God exalted him” (III 100). 

Obs.(3) Certain isolated instances of PN + (e)ntaf- lend themselves to a possible 
alternative analysis of a circumstantial conversion of a Second-Perfect Cleft Sentence 
(i.e. e\ntaf-....+adverb), “it being.... that....”) 150 : petneidt nnasthet pharao ntapnoute saar 
erof an hnouplege njnouf nbrbr mmate...alla hrai on hmpekrour mnpebroukhos ntafthmkof 

& 


148 See elanskaja 1960:40ff„ shisha-halevy 1983:321. Because of the special status of this 
relative, this can hardly be considered (and quoted as) a case of normal or primary “relativiza- 
tion” (so CALLENDER 1984:53ff.) 

149 Observe that in certain corpuses, et-, not pet- (in a few others, er-, not per-) is the glose norm 
following a PN or pronominal vedette (focus): this may be related to the fact that pet- in this 
slot would indicate an adnominal-junctional rather than nexal dependence with the preceding 
element, see shisha-halevy 1983:318fT. (Thep-lessg/oreis of special systemic importance and 
extension especially extensive in Bohairic, where it is not restricted to personal-pronoun foci, 
but occurs with all non-p-determinated ones: see shisha-halevy 1981a:322f.). 

150 shisha-halevy 1986:66f. 
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“ Y our obdurate father Pharao, it being not only with a plague of excruciating burning... 
that God afflicted him, but He also distressed him with frogs and locusts” (III 50); 
perhaps also instances of case (b) above, like nthe nioudas ntafktofehrai epefei mmin mmof 
“just as it was to his own house that Judas returned”, lit. “like Judas, it being to his own 
house that he returned (A 1233), nteihe on pe ppatriarkhes abraham entafji nninoc nsmou 
ebol hitm-pnoute etbe-tefmntmaismmo aud on lot ntafoujai eptako nnrm-sodoma mn- 
gomorra etbe-tefmntmairome “Thus also Abraham the Patriarch, it being because of his 
hospitality that he received such great blessings, and Lot too, it being because of his 
philanthropy that he was saved from the perdition of the peoples of Sodom and 
Gomorra” (Chass.194). 

°bs.( 4) The Bohairic “temporal” ( etafsotem), homonymous with both relative and 
Second Perfect, may naturally occur after a topicalized extraposed PN: ioudas etafei 
mpihmot nte-timetapostolos, mpefrhob erof" Judas, having received the grace of apostle- 
hood, did not cultivate it” (Catena 69). , 

Obs.(5) When determinatedPNs (0.2.2) are expanded by the non-appositive relative, it is 
in fact the definite determinator, not the PN, that is the nucleus of the relative, as in any 
definite noun syntagm: pketitos etnmmai “Neither T„ who was with me” (Gal.2:3). This 
is directly comparable, therefore, with cases like pnoute mme ethep “the true God, Who is 
hidden (Kropp G 35),pnoute being, to some syntactic purposes, a high-properness unity 
(=“PN”), to others, a definite noun syntagm. In scripture Bohairic, phti (i.e. phnouti, 
“God”) is expanded by the non-appositive relative perfect, following the Nominal 
Sentence: anok/nthok pe phnouti etaf-( Gen. 16:13,31:13). Otherwise, its expansion is 
appositive (e.g. Gen. 17:21, 23:2, 35:6). 


2.2.1.8 PNs expanded by augentia 

The augens, alias Verstaerker” 151 is a bundle of categories ofadnominal/adpronominal 
pronoun-containing modifiers: ter= “all of-” mauaa= “-self’, “-alone” occur with PNs 
in unambiguously adnominal status: neterebelseboul terfnmmau “they that are obsessed 
with all of B.”, lit. “with whom is all of B.” (Ill 109), iesousmauaaf" Jesus alone” (monos, 
Mt. 17:8, Lc.9:36), eutropios wi/wnwa//“Eutropios alone” (DV II 263f.) With placenames, 
I find tbasan ters “all of the Basan” (Jos. 12:5), tidoumaia ters “all of the Edom” (2 
Reg. 8:14), where it is the article that is in reality the nucleus of the augens; kerne ouaaf 
Egypt alone (NHCII 122), a gender (Chass.129), ra- a historically and synchronically 
masculine toponym-forming nucleus, see Dictionary 287; Erichsen, Dem. Glossar 242. 


2.2.1.9 Macrosyntactic (textual) expansion (see 2.4 in general and 2.4.3.1 in particular): 
anaphoric reference to PNs . 

(a) PNs, being essentially non-phoric 152 , are resumed (when not in naming constructions, 
e.g. when topicalized-extraposed) by pronouns — delocutive personal pronouns or 

151 POLOTSKY 1961; SHISHA-HALEVY 1986, Chapter 6. 

152 a PN does not normally refer back to itself (“Yeats rooted his world in his own country"; in 

Yeats rooted Yeats world... , the two PNs are decoded as disparate), but the same is after all 
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non-zero determinators 153 : hilias aikotf aitnnoouf” Helias, I turned him and sent him” rt 
(PS 351), melkha hos asmisi “M., too, she gave birth” (Gen.22:20). The pronominal 
gender is selected or regulated (for personal names) by the sex of the PN. The sequence^ 
extraposed PN+ resumptive personal pronoun is not specifying, i.e. ascending in specificity 
but (in the clause extent) topicalizing , with the pronoun representing the topicalized PN 
as the “grammatical” theme-constituent in the main pattern body of the clause: zakheos 
oun neoukouji men pe “Now (as for) Z., he was indeed young...” (Catena 166), samouil 
oupistospe mprophetes mpnoute “(As for) Samuel, he was a faithful prophet unto God” (1 
Reg.3:20). 

(b) The anaphoric reference to indeterminate as well as gender-unmarked placenames is 
more problematic, owing to their indifference to the category of sex. Thus we have the 
pronominal “there” for gender-indifferent resumption: anei saroou etroas...auo anrsasf 
nhoou mmau “We came to them in Troas...and spent seven days there”, anscer ehrai 
etharsos je-enetalepaulos mmau “We sailed to Tharsos, in order to take Paul on board, 
there” (Act.20:6:13). In Scripture Coptic, however, names of cities and small towns 
govern feminine resumption (by association with Greek polish): asor aurokhs hn-ousate 
“A., it was burnt by fire” (Jos.l 1:11), a-iesous ji-gait auo affots ebol “Josua too G. and 
destroyed it” (tew/. 10:1), hierikhb mn-pesrro “Jericho with its king” (ibid,), kariathbaal 
tai te kariatiarim “K., that is K ” (ibid. 18:14). Occasionally, the “empty” appositive 
antecedent pma “the place”, masc. gender, serves as a formal referate: bithania pma 
enare-lazaros mmos “B., where Lazarus was” (Joh.l2:l, Greek hopou) nazareth pma 
ntausanoulf nhetf" N., the place where he was brought up” (Lc. 4:16, Gk. ouen tethram- 
menos), thierousalem pma ntaustaurou mpekhreistos nhetf" Jerusalem, where Christ was 
crucified” (Om.128). Kime (Egypt) is (unhistorically) masculine: Ex.9:l 1, 10:7. 


2,2.2 THE PROPER NAME SATELLITAL 

2.2.2.1 The PN appositive to a definite APP 

(a) Family relationship, social status 

(b) Pejorative attributes 

(c) Praising or self-depriratory set phrases 

(d) Complex rhetorical phrases 

(e) Antithetic phrases 

(f) The PN following a “praenomen”, formal status-cognominal title 

(g) The PN appositively naming a place lexeme 

2.2.2.2 The PN appositive to an indefinite APP 

2.2.2.3 The PN appositive to a personal pronoun 

2.2.2.4 The PN non-appositive: naming adjunct of an APP (marked by ye-) 

true, to a different extent, for definite APPs (or noun syntagms), which, unlike PNs, have their 
inbuilt signals of phoricity. See BRAUNMUELLER 1977:75, hallidaY-Hasan 1980:281, THRANE 
1980:222-4 and 2.4.3.1 below. 

153 Zero-determinated APPs are as a rule resumed by a zero referent, SHISHA-HALE vy 1986:112f. 
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(a) metaphrastic naming: “the name X” 

(b) indefinite / zero APP 

(c) anaphoric-deictic/“possessed” APP *V: 

2.2.2.5 The PN non-appositive: specifying/affiliating an APP (nota relations* PN) 

(a) possessive/appurtenative affiliation 

(b) attributive characterization 

2.2.2.6 The PN non-appositive: specifying a delocutive possessive suffix-pronoun 

2.2.2.7 The PN non-appositive: expanding the determinators 


2.2.2.1 The PN appositive to a definite APP 

(a) Family relationship, social status: the satellital PN seems to be favoured (however, not 
conditioned) after APPs possessed by interlocutive (1 st-2nd) persons, often and typically 
though not invariably marked for address or rhetorical effect— non- inform a live, rhetori¬ 
cally marked — that is, where the Coptic is not modelled on or at least motivated by the 
word-order of the Greek Vorlage (the practical ‘rule of thumb’, according to which a 
divergence from the Greek means “significant evidence for idiomatic, authentic Coptic 
is nowhere more welcome than in issues of syntax like placement and word-order): pnoute 
mpaeidt abraham auo thote mpaeidt isaak “God of my father Abraam and fear of my 
father Isaac” (Gen.31:42. “Father” features here frequently: cf. Rom.9:10, III 81,154, IV 
22 etc.); so does “brother”, esp. as a mechanical form of address in the monastic context 
(e.g. Ep.350, 376ff., see Crum’s n.2 to 350); pason paese “P., my brother!” (4 Mart.37), 
paiberpaulos “Paul my friend!” (4 Mart.36, sim. DVII 163,173), eis tahmhal balla “My 
maidservant B.” (Gen.30:3 = Gk). 

Obs. Instructive in this context is phe ete-phoi georgios “my George!”(AM II252) —- an 
appositive construction for possessing a PN in address), literally “he who is mine, 
George”. 

(b) Pejorative attributes tend to precede the described PN. This is again a sequence 
marked for rhetorical effect 154 — cf. the frequent “affective deixis” demonstrative pi - 
(with pei - a variant) 155 : piasebes herodes “that impious Herod” (DV I 22, cf. ibid, with 
paranomos “wicked”), peianomos naboukhodonosor “that lawless N.” (Ill 84 ),peibabe- 
rome etmmau pharao “that braggart, Pharao” (ibid ), prefrnobepsatanas “sinful Satan” 
(IV 127), pouonS psatanas (“the wolf Satan” (III 96). 

(c) Closely related is the sequence in praising/disparaging set phrases : pdikaios iob “Job 
the righteous” (III l%),pipistos abraham “Abraham the faithful” (AM II 54), psophos 
paulos “Paul the wise” (4 Mart.108), tielakhistos sara “S. the least” (ShT 233). 

Obs. The much-discussed tpistis sophia (e.g. PS 145), recurring also as tpistis tsophia (PS 
356) and tsophia (PS 110f.,l 12; tpistis and tsophia tpistis are other variants of the name), is 

154 Compare the marked sequence poneros nrome “(so) evil (a) man”, with rome mponeros its 
unmarked (neutral) oppositum: shisha-halevy 1986, Chapter 4. 

155 polotskY 1957:229f. 
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as mysterious as ever 156 ; in the absence of inner-junctural indications, the dilemma here is 
between an appositive-complex name or a truly compound one (i.e. t^pistis-sophia] , see 
2.2.3.4); sophia pangenetera etelare-hoine moute eros je-tpistis (CG I 106) would, as C. 
Schmidt long ago noted, hint at the combination of two alternative names. 

(d) Complex rhetorical phrases consisting of a complex definite nucleus (containing a 
relative form) culminating in a final PN: poeik ntafei ebol hntpe iesous “the bread come 
out of Heaven, (namely) Jesus” (A I 232), pentafplasse mmoou iesous “He who formed 
them, (namely) Jesus (Or.44:163), pSrpmmise nsdnt nim iesous “the First-Born of all 
creation, Jesus” (IV 36), pentafsoouhn enenereu iesous “He who has assembled us 
together, Jesus”, pentafarkhei nlupe quo ntdkm nhet eatefpsukhe lupe lahrai epmou iesous 
“He who began to grieve and be troubled at heart, his soul having grieved to death, 
Jesus” (III 18 ),petthmko mmoou auo petji mmoou neonspsatanas “he who abuses them 
and ill-treats them, (namely) Satan” (III 122). In the following example (Om.p.I20, 
quoted in part, in translation only) the naming and characterizing information are 
extremely unbalanced, making this an instructive instance of the rhetorical low- 
information-gain contour in which, however, the name comes as a kind of culmination: 
“You have heard of the God-loving king, he who has arisen over us like a star shining in 
the sky, he who has glorified the Cross — and to whom the Cross too has given honour 
and glory, he who has adorned all churches of the world in all kinds of kingly adorn¬ 
ments, he who has put all his hope in Christ...I mean the great King Constantine”. 
Contrast the non-rhetorical pei -... je - + PN (2.2.2.4c). 

(e) Antithetic phrases (the nuclear APP carrying the antithesis) constitute another rhetori¬ 
cal role of the satellital placement of the PN: (“The woman [tishimi] grumbled and 
sighed,) piromi de. eutropiosneaftajro mpefhet ejen-nimetsanhtef ntephnouti “But the man 
Eutropios had strengthened his heart in (lit. ‘on’) God’s merciful qualities” (DV II 262; 
also 262). Note the segmenting (colon-delimiting) role of the point after the topic, also 
that in this ultra-phrasal kind of conditioning, the APP + PN phrase stands for what, in a 
different configuration, would be served by the name alone. 

(f) The PN following a "praenomeria formal status-cognominal title 157 (contrast the 
distinctive vocational/ administrative adjunct with the nuclear PN, 2.2.1.1c above): 
prro kaisar “King Caes^’ (John 19:15, different from the Greek order; sim. AM II 
52,226, DV I \92), parkhiereusananias “Archpriest A.” (Act.23:2) f phieropsaltes daueid 
“David the Psalmist” (AM II157, cf. pihumnodos daueid DV I \l%) i peuangelistes/pitheo - 
logos idhannes “John the Evangelist/Theologian” (DV I 68,119), napostolos bamabas 
mn-paulos “Apostles Barnabas and Paul” (Act. 14:14). (2) Always or nearly always in first 


156 Cf.HEUSER 1929:123ff.; burkitt 1922:275, 1925:396, SCHMIDT 1925:xxi f. 

157 Titles are considered by Meyer to be symptoms of the distinctive “relative looseness” of PNs as 
regards syntactic dependence (MEYER 1915:519f.; he considers titles to be “semi-PNs”, an 
intermerdiate phase — as symptomised by their categorial characterization: ibid. 512, 515). 
Similarly, KALVERKAEMPER 1978:142ff., 239ff., postulating (137) for titles a special “lexemor- 
pheme” class, intermediate between lexemes and morphemes. 


position: psah “Master-”: psah mena (Ep. 244 ),psahphoibammon (Ryl.215), contrast the 
rare instances of non-rhetorical satellital psah “scribe”, see 2.2.0.1.2b; “ phagios/ppe - 
touaab X “holy X”, “saint X” (III 106.12, Catena 6,4 Mart.26,88); “ pmakarios/pmak/ 
Y”, "pinaiatfX” “the blessed (late) X” (VC 7 , AM II 184,189,197, DVII247); "pjoeisX”, 
"(p)kuri(s)/kur/(m\ kura(\\)X” (mainly non-lit.) “Master/Mistress X”( Act. 19:17, AM 
II 122, 125, Rvl. \29): "apa/abba (m.l ama (\\) X” "Fixlhcr/MoXhcr X” (c.g. DV I 89, II 
248,252, Ryl.124) is of special importance: it is inseparable from its following name and is 
itself preceded by other titles; combinations like ppetouaab apa panbo “holy Father P.” 
(Leg. 1 \pkuris apa ... (Ryl.293) or tmakariaama (4 Mart. 107) reveal the different categor¬ 
ial standing of the two titles 15 *. However, "Apa” is detachable, representing the complex 
name. 

(g) The PN appositively naming a place-lexeme : certain APPs serve as nuclei of place- 
names, occasionally as “place” categorizers or even merely formal (“dummy”) 
appellative-supports of the PN: tpolis khebrdn, tpolis iarim “the city of Kh./I”(Jos. 14:13, 
15:9), tipolis taiSmoun “this very city of Sh.” (Ryl.l 15 ) y pthospanau “the nome P.”, tbaki 
atripe “the town Athribis”, tipolispemje “the city P ” (AM 1210, II 54,73), pentime tletm 
“our village T”, tpolis panos “Panopolis” (lit. the city, ‘Pan’s’, Chass.188). 

Obs. Compare the calendar month name appositive to abot “month”: piabot khoiak “the 
month Kh.” (DV II 268). 


2.2.2.2 The PN appositive to an indefinite APP : a rare NAME-SPECIFYING construc¬ 
tion, usually replaced by a non-appositive naming adjunct one (below, 2.2.2.4c): henle - 
re..Joseph mn-beniamin “Children: Joseph and Benjamin” (IV 27), hanseri...oz pefsorp 
mmisi nem-bauz pefson nem-gamouel... “Children: O. his first-born and N. his brother 
and G....” (Gen.22:21), oujoeis nouot iesous “A single lord: Jesus” (Shen.contra 
Origen.62). 


2.2.2.3 The PN in apposition to a personal pronoun . The sequence “pronoun-to-PN” is 
specificity-ascending (“singling out”), phrasal and multi-functional, as against “PN-to- 
pronoun”, which is topicalizing, nexal, and specialized (see 2.2.1.9). The main types of 
construction are: 

(a) The PN introduced by nci- f specifying a delocutive actor-pronoun after a conjugation- 
form; the pronoun a grammeme, representing the lexical and PN lists in the conjugation- 
unit, while the lexeme or PN are an added periphery (in a sense, “ Flexionsisolierung ”): 
nefhen de ehoun nci-ppaskha “It was approaching, Easter” (Joh.6:4), assaji nje-mariam 
nem-aaron “They, M. and A., spoke” (Num.l2:l, see 2.Id), pejaf nci-pharad “Said he, 
Pharao” (Ex.5:5). 


158 Cf. kalverkaemper 1978:243f., 252f., on combination possibilities and relative placement in 
German (“Herr Dekan Professor Doktor (Med.) Thomas Mueller” a maximum phease). 
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(b) The PN unintroduced, specifying the delocutive or interlocutive personal constituent 
of a clause form: ahras numpha hineei “Why is she, N., thus?” (lit* ”What is with her, N.?”, 
AP 30). Most prevalent here is the Second Present theme of the rheme tdn “where”: eutbn 
ce kime “where is it (lit. ‘are they*), Egypt?” (PS 27), afthdn abelpekson “Where is he, 
Abel your brother?” (Gen.4:9). Note that the situation in interlocutive pronouns, i.e. in 
address, is probably different. Compare akthdn adam “Where are you, Adam?”, Gen.3:9, 
Boh. consensus against the Greek; Sah. “Adam, where are you?”). (Observe that ton as 
rheme so markedly favours the pronominal theme, a phenomenon with striking histori¬ 
cal precedents: ME # tn sw + N #, LE # sw tnw + N #, E>em. # lir.ftn + N #, as to make 
this a near-obligatory construction, with little or no pertinence or informational signifi¬ 
cance to the placement of the PN. Indeed, in certain texts the theme placement opposition 
is wholly neutralized). 

(c) The PN name-specifying an interlocutive pronominal appositum, an “independent” 
(lexemic) pronoun (rather than the homonymous augens 159 ) which characterizes the PN 
as interlocutive or rather lends it interlocutive (locutive or allocutive) compatibilities: ou 
nthok eteknau erof iiremias “What do you see, Jeremias?” (DVII92 \pejei nafhb anok 
theophullos “I told him, I, Th.” ( ibid 152) asSopi mmoi anok beniamin , “It happened to 
me, B.” (D V179), ari-pna ntok apa isaak “be charitable, you, Apa Isaac” (Ep.356), hijdi 
anokkamoul“upon me,K.” (Ep.205).Note the singling-out function, focussing on one of 
several (al)locutors: anok idhannis (Ep.403), ari-pna ntok pason elias (ibid. 434). 

NB: Unlike the APP lexeme, which is in Bohairic introduced (and adapted to the 
interlocutive ‘mode’) by means of ha - (e.g. anok ha-pekbok “I, your servant” AM II251), 
and like the personal pronoun itself, the PN is here unintroduced, immediately attached. 

(d) The locutive (lst-person) pronominal nucleus of a PN marks it for monologic mode 
(lst-person narrative, report, declaration etc.): anokpaulosaishai hntacij“\ , Paul, have 
written (this) in my hand” (Philem. 19), anok danielainau ... “I, Daniel, saw...” (Dan.7:9). 

(e) The allocutive (2nd-person) pronominal nucleus of the PN marks it for address mode: 
nto maria Sine nsapetereSine nsof“ You, Mary, ask what you (wish to) ask” (PS 296), ntok 
de kronos “you, however, K.” (Ill 77), nto tahom matamoi ”you, T., tell me” (P130.2 100 
vo). 

(0 The delocutive phoric pronominal nucleus of a PN, with a connective element, serves 
to render the (on its own non-phoric and macrosyntactically supine) PN textually mobile, 
i.e. acts as its macrosyntactic exponent, an operator of textual cohesion 160 : nthof men idna 
aferpedeuin mmof nje-phnouti “But he, J., God chastised him” (DV II 42), ntof hddf on 
isaias ou monon je-afip-hah nhise... “He too, Jesaia, did not only suffere many tribula¬ 
tions...” (IV 30), eishete anok paulos tijo mmos netn “Behold, I, Paul, say to you” 
(Gal.5:2), nthof de iohannis etaffai nnefbal epSoi afnau,... “But he, John, having raised his 
eyes, saw...” (AM II 125). Note "nthof on X*\ “he again, X”, a hermeneutical formula 

159 polotsky 1961:309ff., shisha-halevy 1986:177f. 

160 Cf. the use of Middle Welsh lexemic pronoun ynteu “he” as the macrosyntactic connecting 
operator of PNs (cf. MORRIS-jones 1931:273). 


adding another statement by the same authority (e.g. Catena 16,19,23); contrast with “X 
Hbf\ which introduces a new commentator. ■y- '-■ 

(g) The PN, like APPs, may be appositive to the delocutive pronominal subject of a 
Nominal Sentence — the pronoun is then signalled as being of incomplete referential 
content and cataphoric: nim pe abama “Who is A.?” (Ez. 20:29), ou pe apollo/paulos 
“What does A./P. mean ?” (I Cor.3:5). In nenaine neuran helias mnpamoun “these were 
their names: H. and P.” (4 Mart.95), the PN is appositive to the fully cataphoric-deictic 
pronoun nai. 

(h) In epistolary and legal-documentary texts, in text-initial and certain paragraph-initial 
positions, the locutive (1 st-pers.) pronoun expanded by a PN serves for self-presentation 
or self-identification (“logging-in”) as well as for the subtextual delimitation and initial¬ 
boundary signal (see below, 2.4.3.1): anok paulos aishai ntacij “I, Paul, have written with 
my hand” (Philem. 19), anok iohannesmn-senoutepason eishaimpaeiot apazakharias(VC 
6) “1, John and Shenoutc my brother, write to my father Apa Zacharias”, anok homos nhllo 
tistoikhie “I, H., Hilo’s son, assent” (Ep.163) 161 

(i) Certain postpositive constructions suggest a mediating role of the personal pronoun, 
required in Coptic (but not, e.g., in Greek) by the transition between suffix-pronoun and 
PN: ntootk ntok psan “in your hand, P.” (Ryl.64), tahotn nto tsophia mn-kura tensone 
“meet you, T. and K. our sister” (Ep.89). In entaishaeifhn-tacij anok paulos “It is with my 
own hand I, Paul, wrote it” (II Thes.3:17 Gk. tei emii kheiripaulos) the PN reveals anok 
to be, not the augens IfVerstaerker') to the possessive article ta- “my-”, but a “lexemic 
pronoun” appositive to the actor-expression “I” of the perfect. 


2.2.2.4 The PN non-appositive: naming adjunct of a lexeme, marked by je-i 

(a) In metaphrastic naming 162 : “the name X”,”this (already familiar) name X”, invaria¬ 
bly definite or anaphoric-deictic (p-/pei-ran/-ranje- y AM II 142,201,228, Man.Ps.151, 
pefranje-^ A II 376. Note the coordination, a pairing of zero-determined lexemes, in ran 
je-oueeb hi-monakhos auo arkhegos hi-eiot “name ‘priest’ and ‘monk’, ‘leader’ and 
‘father’”, Shen. contra Origen.34). Here too we find the zero-determinated APPsubstitu- 
table to the PN (cf. 1.1c on the overlapping of “name” and “word-notion” in Coptic: 
piren je-ekklesia “the word ‘Church’” (Man.Ps.171). 

Obs. Note the included naming in the proleptic pos ausouon-pefran je-petros “How did 
they know (that) his name (was) Peter?” (NHC VI 9). 

(b) In such exx. as peihbb je-jioue “this matter, namely theft” (Budge Misc. 166) or 
peiskhema...je-monakhos “this habit (dress), signifying ‘monk’” (Guerin 12a), we witness 

161 Cf. REGARD 1918:39ff.,MAYSER 1933:115f., KUEHNER-GERTH 1955 I 602;svennung 1958:9ff. 

162 Cf. YOTSUKURA 1970:31, 75, 79-89; H. Schuchardt, insPiTZER 1928: 251f.; mayser 1933 : 84 . 
turner 1963:230. 
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yet again the zero-determinated lexeme in its “notion name”, substitutable to a PN. 
(Cases (b) and (c) must on no account be confused with je- name-specifying an APP 163 , 
sections (c) — (d) below.) 

(c) Indefinite/zero nucleus (“one/a... called X”), name introduction: the typical incom¬ 
patibility of the indefinite determinator with an appositive satellital PN may be 
due to too considerable an inconsistency-gap of specificity (not so in Greek, where we 
have a PN appositive to the indefinite tis or the “indefinite lexeme” anthropos and the 
like).The nuclei are(l) “owo/o«-> JSf“,“one/a-... called X”: Lc. 2:36, Joh.l 1:11, Act.9:12, 
10:6,19:14:33,21:16,25:19 etc.); (2)The quantified nucleus in ke-rro...je-iesous “another 
king...called Jesus” (Act.l7:l); (3) Zero-determinated nuclei are rare; my only examples 
are romi je-monakhos “(any)one called ‘monk’ (Morgan 2541), leri je-ana folios “son by 
the name of A.” (AM II 332, uncollated), eiope je-sohe “craft called ‘weaving’ (A I 155, 
uncollated); in Act. 19:14 we have a reading variation between zero and indefinite 
determination, with the latter perhaps preferable: neun-ioudai/ouioudai de nnarkhiereus 
je-skeua “there was a Jew of the Archpriests called S.”. 

Placenames: ou-polis “town, city”, ma “place”, khora “land, region”, limen “harbour”, 
mone “station”;'*- 7W(Act.ll:5, 16:2, 27:12, Job.l:l, III 59, AM II 104), neoun-ousose 
hn-thierousalem je-makdala “There was a field in Jerusalem called M.” (Om.p.160). 

Obs.( 1) This phrase is to my knowledge attested in the singular only, which is in keeping 
with its textological-macrosyntactic role of name-introduction and name-familiarization. 
Obs.( 2) oue nnefmathetes aurades a/7i//“one of his disciples, Au. by name ” (Keph.183) 
illustrates a less common, but equally idiomatic way of expressing the same naming 
relation. 

Obs.( 3) A basically different yet comparable adnominal role of je - is observable in the 
construction mn-/oun-N je- “there is/isn’t (such)...as...” 164 : mmnsahou...jempfei ehrai 
ejoou “there is no curse that has not descended on their heads” (IV 10), mntopos oude kah 
je-nsenoein an “There is no place or land that will not tremble” (P 130.4 28 42). While this 
is not naming specification, the information contributed by je - (to a zero-determinated 
nucleus) seems to be similar in kind. (Apparently,;*- has in both cases gerundial status: 

“saying...” 165 ). 

(d) Anaphoric-deictic/rhfjorical-affective/possessed nucleus; name reintroduction. (See 
2.4.3.1 below). Just as the indefinite-nucleus construction supplies the “indefinite” 
characterization of the PN without a concomitant determination entailment, so does the 
deictic or possessed nucleus: the only alternative deictic or possessed construction would 
be the basic noun-lexeme syntagm so noun-lexeme syntagm so different from the PN, 

163 Cf. STERN 1880 par.483; TILL 1961 par.356 (“indeterminiert Oder stark determiniert”, too 
vague and not strictly speaking accurate: “strong” and “weak” are hardly adequate terms to 
define or even describe the parameters of the determination complex) followed by CALLENDER 
1981:68f., 76 (“weakly/strongly determined”) and compare, for the textual affmity(or better 
special interdependence) of the indefinite-introductory and anaphoric-deictic functions of 
naming, harweg 1968: 169fi, 278f., 319, 1971:327ff., 339f., Kalverkaemper 1978:190. 

164 Cf. shisha-halevy 1972:97. 

165 Cf. op.cit. 21 (cf. the comparable roles of Turkish diye , Amharic balo). 


with the determinator nuclear , the PN non-appositively satellital (0.2.2). Constructions 
(b) and (c) are both of special textual significance: the former introduces a PN into the 
texture, the latter resumes, represents or recalls it. NB: the remote demonstrative is not 
attested in its absoilute status (pe “that one”). Exx. pai je-paulos “this (one) called Paul” 
(Act. 19:26, Gk. ho paulos houtos\ sim. AM II 53 ), pairomi je-ioannes “this man called 
John” (AM II 124, sim. \26), paiakho je-georgios “this wizard, George” (AM II 249), 
teeismmo natrome je-thekla “this (‘poor’) lonely stranger, Thekla” (AP 22, Subakh- 
mimic), pikhrestianosje-paese “this Christian, P.”(said disgustedly, 4 Mart.62), pirmmao 
je-nineue “this (‘miserable’) rich man, N.” (Chass.18). Interesting is the PHORIC article 
in Bohairic: piromi je-mouses “the man Moses” (Ex. 11:3 Boh., Sah. prome mmouses 
Bodmer, see Kasser’s introduction, p.l 1) and the non-deictic definite article, in cases 
where it expresses notoriety , disdain or disgust , which are apparently expressed by the 
name-specifying construction: peprodotes etasdou je-psan “the thoughtless traitor called 
P.” (Ep.321), pasebes je-hdrigenes “the impious one called O.” (Wess.9 133b, collated). 
With placenames, which are very rare (the usual construction being either appositive 
[ 1.2.2.2] or the nota relationis one [below, 2.2.2.5]) we find a possessed nucleus: peftimi 
je-papleu “his town, P.” (AM II 162); tipolis mauats je-tpanos “this town alone, Pan’s” 
(i.e. Panopolis = Akhmim, A I 215). 

Obs .(1) The affective nuclear “remote” demonstrative pi- in Sahidic does not — at least in 
Shenoutean Sahidic — enter the construction in point: pianomos naboukhodonosor “that 
lawless N” (Chass.49),p/;<?*/5 nouot “this very same lord” (ibid. 80). 

Obs.( 2) Of different stylistic standing, but no less idiomatic, is the expression of the same 
“deictically operative PN” through the hermeneutical-glossing relative Nominal Sent¬ 
ence (cf. 2.3.1.3-4 below): pairomietedauidpe “this man, namely David” (lit. “that is D.”) 
(Catena 1.7). 

2.2.2.5 The PN non-appostive: specifying/ affiliating an APP (nota relationis + PN) 

(a) possessive/appurtenative affiliation to personal names ranges from true inherent 
(“inalienable”) possession through the likewise inherent, grammaticalized actantial 
(“subjective”, “objective”) relation, to appurtenance. (1) n- satellites (possession): ncij 
mpaulos “Paul’s hands” (Act. 19:11), tphule mmanase , nenseri ni&seph “M.’s tribe, J’s 
children” (Num.32:33), pjinerboki nelisabeth “E.’s pregnancy” (Catena 118), tcineinza- 
rades “the coming of Zarathustra” (Keph.12); (2) /i/*-satellites, where pertinent (i.e. 
unconditioned) denoting an appurtenative rather than possessive association: hanseri 
nte-abraham “children unto Abraham” (Catena 202), nihbeui nte-abraham “the works of 
Abraham” (ibid. 199), oujoi nte-rakote “an Alexandrian ship” (lit. “of Alexanria”, 
Act.27:6, Greek alexandrinon) y nrome nte-pisrael “the people of Israel” (ibid. 21:28, Gk. 
andres israeleitai). 

Place lexemes are mostly syntagmatically related to placenames as a name-identifying 
specification of a semantically weightless “formal” lexeme (“the [PLACft that is 
called...”, “the [placR that is identical with/consists of...” and the like): piero ntikris 
“the River T.” (Keph. \53), pitoou nsina “Mt. Sinai” (Ex.34:29) or appurtenatively: pkahi 
nkhemi “the land of Egypt” (AM II59), tkhora mbabulon “the land of Babylon” (ibid. 42), 
pkastron njeme “the castrum of J.” (KRU passim). Compare pebat mpaape=paape “(the 
month) of Paophi” (Keph. 10,11). 
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Obs.{ 1) Like other non-appositive constructions (2.2.2.4,2.2.2.6), the one in point marks 
the PN as unambiguously satellital and is of conditioned (non- pertinent) sequence, i.e. 
does not stand in paradigmatic opposition to a “ PN + APP ” term. 

Obs.( 2) The distribution in Bohairic of n- and nte- as satellite-markers is regulated by 
intricate and as yet largely obscure ruling, involving at least the following interrelated 
(i.e. hierarchically gradable and in part conditioned) phrasal parameters: (a) the interde¬ 
pendence semantics of the two phrase constituents (“inalienable” vs.“ahenable”; 
unmarked-appurtenative possesion — consider the opposition between psoma mpencois 
and pisdma nte-iesous (Catena 226), the former referring to the living, the latter to the 
dead body of Christ, cf. the lexical distinction of “body” (unmarked) and “corpse 
(marked) in English; (b) the lexical categorization of the nucleus noun, (c) the determina¬ 
tion of either constituents and (d) the phrasal status of the expansion: is it nuclear also 
within its own immediate constituent, is it possessed or not? Especially difficult is p- 
...nte- (parkhdn nte-pikahi, Gen.34:2; in cases like tsarx nte-tefmntatsebi , Gen. 17:24 f. It 
seems to be conditioned by the possessed satellite; otherwise, it is often found with 
abstract or action-noun nuclei. The semantic range of nte- is broader than that of n-: the 
former expresses general relation or appurtenance, and is compatible with a possessed 
nucleus, pabekhe nte-. Gen. 30:20.) Parameter (c) constitutes the significant paradigm of 
deictic/indefinite-zero/PN nucleus, expanded by nte- 166 (note that these are the very 
characteristics of the APP nucleus expanded by ye- + PN, see 2.2.2.4). In Sahidic, nte- 
often corresponds to a derived adjective in Greek (consider Act. 13:16, 21:28, 27.6), 
except for this, and the cases of conditioning (an indefinite/zero/expanded nucleus), the 
precise distributional picture is equally blurred. 

Obs.( 3) The nuclear possessive pronoun pa-, ta-,na- “he,she,they of...” is the grammemic 
counterpart, syntagmatically speaking (as a textual-phoric representation exponent), to 
the essentially lexemic construction treated here: 

pha-ioudas “Judas’s (masc., ref. to‘blessing’)” (Deut.33:7), na-nim “whose? (pi., ref. to 
‘people preceding’)” (Gen.32:17). Paradigmatically, however, it is also the unspecified 
pronominal counterpart to a nuclear proper name (e.g. in a patronymic relationship to 
another: 2.2.3.1), and thus neutralizes the “properness” distinction. Typically Bohairic is 
the anaphoric ne nte-aaron “Aaron’s (plur., ref. to ‘garments’)” (Ex.39:41). The determi¬ 
nator with a placename may represent the definite lexeme in local appurtenance: pgesirei 
“he of G.” (Jos. 13:13); see 0.2.2. 

Obs.( 4) It is worth investigating whether the identifying construction of placenames with 
the nota relationis is formally distinct by its variation (as a facultative paradigmatic 
representative” or unmarked counterpart) with the appositive syntagm and/or place- 
name alone: pkah nkeme = kerne, pkastron njeme = pkastronjeme = jeme, ptoou njeme — 
ptoou-, cf.Ep. 84,163,192,543, KRU passim-, or whether the twocases of variation must be 
differentiated: variation with an appositive syntagm may be taken to imply a compound 
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166 The only special discussion to date of this difficult question, ELANSKAJA 1981, is non¬ 
structuralist and greatly oversimplifying (incidentally, Elanskaja does not refer to the case of 
PN as nucleus or satellite). 
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placename , with the name alone a true APP+PN phrase (with the PN se 
the second instance. 

Obs . (5) The element n- in the dating construction “sou- (day-nurr 
name)” (e.g. soua mpharmouthi “Pharmouthi 1st”, Catena 111) is h 
identical with the nota relationis and in all probability identical with t 
mmo= “in” (it is not subject to the alternation n-/nte- in Bohairic). 

(b) The attributive characterization of an APP by the nota relationis + 
and lexically restricted. We find koui {pkoui niakobos “James the less’ 
niao “little I.” PS 12), noc (pnoc nsabadth “Great S.”, PS 128, distil 
nsabaoth , ibid.), ordinal and cardinal numbers (pimah-2 nadam “th 
Catena 127, phae nadam “the last Adam”, I Cor. 14:45, 3-ti mmaria 4 
225, etc.), all cases of discriminative, closed-set characterization (plou 
piter Plutonius” [NHC VI 75] is no less distinctive, actually a comple 

Obs.( 1) For noc “big, great” we find opposition of the nota relationis i 
tive construction with the appositive one, which is non-distinctive ( h 
t.Apocr.Gosp. 148; pnoc sabaoth, PS 291 \pnoc kostantinos “the great < 
“Constantine the Great”, Om. 126, 128) and with an “/./c.” -consi 
compound proper name (pers.name + noc/koui , see Diet. 250f., Bal. 
Apoc.l6:19); tnoc nartemis “(of) the great Artemis” (tes megales 
Act. 19:27) must presuppose the definite divine name, tartemis (0.2 
Hnoc-nartemis], and is non-distinctive. Where the distinctive connot 
pnoc n- is decoded as “genitive”: pnoc mmouses iesous naue “the elder, 
unless it is distinctive; contrast with the distinctive pnoc mpaskha “ 
Easter Sunday, III 81,82, IV 52f ,),pnoc ngabriel “the great Gabriel” (i. 
(A II 376) 

Obs.{2) I find puzzling ( tpsukhe n-) tmakaria mmaria “(the soul of) tl 
recurring in the doxologies of the so-called Manichaean Psal 
34, 39, 162, 66, 173) alongside tmakaria maria (52,56,68) or maria al 
normal construction of makarios “blessed, late, deceased” is appositiv* 
or following the name. (The peculiarity is compounded by the fact t 
named [cf. Allberry’s introduction, p.xx n. 4] only Mary is qualified as ‘ 
the martyrs’ names are always asyndetically coordinated). We do find i 
same remarkable syntax in phllo nbartholomeios “Old Bartholomew” 
indications of this being a specific Subakhmimic trait. 


2.2.2.6 The PN non-appositive: the PN specifying a delocutive possessi 

In the case of etootf nabesalom “to (the hands of) Absalom” (2 Rej 
ndaueidauo nahraf nabesalom “before (the face of) David and Absalom 
construction is conditioned to a degree, due to the fact that the ] 
inalienable nominal components of compound prepositions is predom 
by pronominal formal possessor exponents , with the actual nominal poss 
by n-, specifying those. 
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ke other non-appositive constructions (2.2.2.4,2.2.2.6), the one in point marks 
unambiguously satellital and is of conditioned (non- pertinent) sequence, i.e. 
tand in paradigmatic opposition to a “ PN + APP” term, 
le distribution in Bohairic of n- and nte- as satellite-markers is regulated by 
nd as yet largely obscure ruling, involving at least the following interrelated 
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seeding’)” (Gen.32:17). Paradigmatically , however, it is also the unspecified 
al counterpart to a nuclear proper name (e.g. in a patronymic relationship to 
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placename , with the name alone a true APP+PN phrase (with the PN semantic nucleus) in 
the second instance. 

Obs. (5) The element n- in the dating construction "sou- (day-number) + n- (month 
name)” (e.g. soua mpharmouthi “Pharmouthi 1st”, Catena 111) is homonymous, not 
identical with the nota relationis and in all probability identical with the preposition «-/ 
mmo= “in” (it is not subject to the alternation n-/nte- in Bohairic). 

(b) The attributive characterization of an APP by the nota relationis + PN is uncommon 
and lexically restricted. We find koui (pkoui niakobos “James the less”. Me. 15:40, pkoui 
niad “little I.” PS 12), noc (pnoc nsabadth “Great S ”, PS 128, distinctive: opp. pkoui 
nsabaoth, ibid.), ordinal and cardinal numbers (pimah-2 nadam “the second Adam”, 
Catena 127, phae nadam “the last Adam”, I Cor.l4:45, 3-ti mmaria “3 Marys” Catena 
225, etc.), all cases of discriminative, closed-set characterization ( ploutonios nzeus “ Jup- 
piter Plutonius” [NHC VI 75] is no less distinctive, actually a complex divine name). 

Obs.( 1) For noc “big, great” we find opposition of the nota relationis attributive distinc¬ 
tive construction with the appositive one, which is non-distinctive (herodes pnoc, Cop- 
t.Apocr.Gosp.148; pnoc sabadth, PS 291; pnoc kostantinos “the great Constantine”, not 
“Constantine the Great”, Om. 126,128) and with an "i.f.c." -constituent status in a 
compound proper name (pers.name + noc/koui, see Diet. 250f., Bal.363; tbabulon noc 
Apoc.l6:19); tnoc nartemis “(of) the great Artemis” (tes megales theas Artemidos, 
Act. 19:27) must presuppose the definite divine name, tartemis (0.2.2f.), not artemis: 
t-{noc-nartemis] , and is non-distinctive. Where the distinctive connotation is excluded, 
pnocn- is decoded as “genitive”: pnoc mmouses iesous naue “the elder, J. N.” (Chass.76), 
unless it is distinctive; contrast with the distinctive pnoc mpaskha “high Easter”, i.e. 
Easter Sunday, III 81,82, IV 52f .),pnoc ngabriel “the great Gabriel” (i.e. the Archangel), 
(A II 376) 

Obs.(2) I find puzzling ( tpsukhe n-J tmakaria mmaria “(the soul of) the blessed Mary”, 
recurring in the doxologies of the so-called Manichaean Psalmbook (e.g. 30, 
34, 39, 162, 66, 173) alongside tmakaria maria (52,56,68) or maria alone (20,197). The 
normal construction of makarios “blessed, late, deceased” is appositive, either preceding 
or following the name. (The peculiarity is compounded by the fact that of all martyrs 
named [cf. Allberry’s introduction, p.xx n. 4] only Mary is qualified as “blessed” and that 
the martyrs’ names are always asyndetically coordinated). We do find in the same text the 
same remarkable syntax in phllo nbartholomeios “Old Bartholomew” (192), but I see no 
indications of this being a specific Subakhmimic trait. 

2.2.2.6 The PN non-appositive: the PN specifying a delocutive possessive suffix-pronoun. 

In the case of etootf nabesalom “to (the hands of) Absalom” (2 Reg. 16:8) or nahraf 
ndaueidaud nahraf nabesalom “before (the face of) David and Absalom” [ibid. 16:23), the 
construction is conditioned to a degree, due to the fact that the possession of the 
inalienable nominal components of compound prepositions is predominantly expressed 
1 / n/irr^frnr OVnClYIPn t C with thp artnal nominal oossessor. introduced 
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2.2.2.7 The PN non-appositive: expanding determinators. 

The syntagmatic dependence between the determinators (nucleus) and the PN (satellite) 
in the special cases of their compatibility is non-appositive but partitive-associative, 
albeit with the closer junctural boundary observable between a grammeeme and a lexeme 
(or two grammemes) than between two lexemes or a lexeme and PN 167 . 

Obs. The deriving nuclear morph rm(n)- is expanded by placenames (or by their interrog¬ 
ative substitute, ton “where ?”, or by an APP+ PN phrase, see above, 0.2.2i Obs A) in the 
same junctural grade as that of the determinator+PN syntagm: nirem-sodoma “the 
Sodomites” (Gen. 19:4), niremkhorazin , nirembethsaida “the locals of Kh./B.” (Lc. 10:13, 
Catena 139), rm-pkastron jeme “dwelling in the castrum J.” (KRU 1,5,12), rmn-keme 
“Egyptian” (Deut.23:7), rmn-ton “inhabitant of which place?” (4 Mart.41). This is 
immediately comparable, with considerable typological interest, to the equally nuclear 
Indo-European suffixes with the same function (as in Pergame-nos , Athena-ios , etc.; 
likewise, ie- , deriving patronymics from personal names, correponds to Greek -ides or 
-ion and to such less grammaticalized Indo-European deriving “/./c” lexemes as -son/sen 
or - putra all of them nuclear in their word-syntagm) 168 . 


2.2.3 THE PN BOTH NUCLEAR AND SATELLITAL CONSTITUENT OF A SINGLE PHRASE 

2.2.3.1 Two personal names: patronymic affiliation, other family relationships 

2.2.3.2 Personal name and placename: localizing identification 

2.2.3.3 Two placenames: specifying identification of a place (“compound placename”) 

2.2.3.4 Multiple (complex) names 

2.2.3.1 Two personal names: patronymic affiliation; (very rarely) different family rela¬ 
tionships. Patronymic/(much more rarely) metronymic, child — parent (only “child of 

parent”) affiliation. (The precise relationship is for us often a matter of conjecture). 

167 See jernstedt 1949 (jernstedt-nagel 1978), shisha-halevy 1986:141 ff. 

168 Composition with PNs, in the traditional morphemic-junctural sense, is marginal in Coptic, see 

2.2.2.6 Obs.; so is PN derivation , cf. the Greek Alexandreus and Pergamenos. (It is hardly the 
case that PNs are excluded in Indo-European possessive compounds,paceSEiLER 1983:26: his 
statement, 27f., that a PN is normally replaced by an APP when in status is surprising: 

cf. the Sanskrit naldpakhyanam “the legend of Nala” or indrapatni: “Indra's spouse' 1 ). The 
syntagmatics of suffixal derivation from a PN (kalverkaemper 1978:28Iff.) are alien to 
Coptic. Unlike the prefixed, close-juncture and grammaticalized Coptic correspondents (ti-, 
ji- t r . + j/) to denominal verbal derivation, or (at-, mnt cm- + bare lexeme) to denominal or 
deverbal nouns, PNs feature only as i.fc. components in very few special nominal compounds 
(ie- for patronyms, rm- for local names). 
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Typically non-literary in Sahidic (lit. Sahidic preferring the lexically explicit... psere n-... 
“X son of Y”, even against the Greek: cf. Act.20:4), more neutral in Nitrian Bohairic 169 : 
“/W+ >i-+ PN”: hamosnhllo (Ep. 163), isaknendkh,haronniezekiel (CO 145,166), sophia 
njajmat “S. daughter of (the mother) J.” (Med.Habu 28), tagape mpmai “T. daughter of 
(the father) P.” (ibid.54), khael ntkatholike “Kh. son of (the mother) T.” (ibid. 19). Marital 
relationship: thllo mpason isaak “Th., my brother Isaac's wife” (Ep.407, cf. also 300 
“widow of!). 

“ PN+ nte- + /W”(Bohairic, general family relationship): leuinte-alpheos (Catena 86, cf. 
Me.2:14, Boh.; Sah. pseren- “son of-”), mariante-kleopa (Catena 225; cf. Joh. 19:25, Boh. 
maria the nte-kleopa “M. she of K”, with a formal demonstrative appositive nucleus for 
nte-,Sah. v.l. tseeren- “daughter of-”), maria nte-iosetos (Catena 114, cf. Me. 15:47-16:1, 
Boh: “mother of-”; Sah. ta- “she of-”). In longer genealogies, both n- and nte - may occur: 
sophia njajmat nte-eremias nte-papnoute nhater (Med.Habu 28). 

“PN — PN”: paulehale” P. son ofH.”(Bal.l54), mari/soph/” Mary, Sophia’s daughter” 
(Bal.322). 

O&y.The possessive pronoun pa-, nuclear in its syntagm, is expanded by a PN and 
signifies then family relationship most generally conceived, characterizing the related for 
gender and number: maria ta-iosetos “J.’s (mother?) Mary” (Me. 15:47, Sah.) 

2.2.3.2 Personal name and placename: local-name identification.” PN+nte-+ PN”: abba 
antoni nte-klusma,pahom nte-tabennese “Abba Antony of Klusma”, “Pahom of Taben- 
nese” (DV II 140), abba makari nte-Met “A. M. of Scete” (DV II 201). 

Obs. Here again, pa- may serve as a general pronominal representative of the related: 
pahom pha-ptoou mpihosem “P., he of the Mount of Nitria” (DV II 141). 


2.2.3.3 Two placenames: specifying-precising identification of a place (“compound place- 
name”) “PN + n-/nte- + PN”: tsuria ndamaskos “Syria of Damaskus” (2 Reg.8:5f: 
contrast with 2 Reg.2:4f. iabis nte-galaad), sarepta nte-tsidbnia “S. of S.” (Lc.4:26), 
nazareth nte-tgalilaia “Nazareth of Galilee” (Mt.21:11), babulon /j/e-/cAem/‘“Babylon-of- 
Egypt” (DV II 151), araboth nte-moaf” A. of Moab” (Jos. 13:14, cf. 13:32 araboth nte 
pkah mmoab , which shows that nte- is in not conditioned by the satellital placename.) 

2.2.3.4 Multiple (complex) names raise the difficult issue of defining the “compound PN” 
and then determining the kind of syntagmatic dependence (and juncture properties) or 
hierarchy — as comparable to the European “first name” and “surname” ranks ? — 


169 See HEUSER 1929:123f. Cf. till 1961 par.! 11 Anm. for the variation n-/zero after Se- “son/ 
daughter of...”, varying with the patronymic constructions illustrated here: papnoute plen- 
georgios mpaulos mpouhoor “Papnoute, son of George, son of Paul, son of Pouhor” (CO 215). 
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obtaining between its constituents 170 . Obviously, the fixed yet analyzable syntagm of title 
(or profession) and personal name (e.g . dekios prro “King Decius” or apa isaak “Apa 
Isaak”) qualifies, at least to a degree, for analysis as compound, with a non-PN element 
as “LLc” element 171 ; indeed, any sequence of two PNs (see 2.2.3.1-3) must needs be 
interpreted as types of semantic compounds, with the Fuegemorphem alternating between 
n-/nte and zero 17 ?. What is special about the “double” or more generally “multiple” 
name in Coptic is the looseness and indeterminacy of the semantic as well as syntagmatic 
connection of the combined terms 173 . In Coptic, complex personal names are usually 
double, and are almost all of non-Egyptian origin 174 : serkiospaulos (Act. 13:7), simdn 
petros (the complex form of the alternatives simdn and petros — giving us no clue as to 
nucleus-satellite hierarchy — Joh. l9:2f., 21:15:17ff.), adonai sabaoth (Ez.36:24f.), pistis 
sophia (see above, 2.2.2.1c Obs.), kesar nerdn (AM II 3), zorokothora melkhisedek (PS 
360), daueid iezekiel , germanospaulos, phlauios zakharias, ploi anoub{ all from heuser 
1929:123). Frankly, I am at a loss to isolate any kind of nucleus in this type of double 
name or define its inner syntagmatics, beyond observing a loose inner juncture; it may 
even be rash to analyze it as an appositive phrase, and I would rather opt for a special, 
loose dvandva-\ike construction for disjunctive adjoining of PNs 175 . However, in clear 
“bona fide ” appositive combinations of PN and APP we find instances of semantic fusing 
or compounding — not “compoundPNs” (in Kalverkaemper’s sense, see 2.2.0.1.1 e), but 
nevertheless complex ones, with the APP well on its way to becoming an integral 
component, automatic and depleted of Iexematic semantic content: see 2.1-2.2. 


170 KALVERKAEMPER 1978:198ff. In the case of “Jean-Pierre” or “Dubois-Legrand” he postulates 
a “junctive zero”, characterizing a special compound where no determination-interdependence 
exists. On the other hand, dubois 1965:158, speaking of “cumul de noms propres” and 
“syntagme de substitution ou de reference” evades in a way the issue of internal relationship. 
Calderini’s classification (1942:23-40) would do for the Coptic names (most of which are after 
all hellenistic): the two constituents identical or equivalent; one the abbreviation or variant of 
the other (or of the whole complex, A.S.-H.), no discernible special relationship between the 
two. 

171 See KALVERKAEMPER 1978:239fL, 245ff. 

172 Ibid. 254ff., on de vs. mo in French PN+ APP “compounds”. 

173 MEYER !915:518f. sees this too as symptomatic of the relative “syntactic freedom” (looseness 
of syntagmatic ties) of the PN. Of all formal means of mediation between the two constituents, 
(cf. CALDERINI 1941:224ff., for Greek: hoskai,(ho)(epi)kaloumenos , ho legomenos ); lambertz 
1914 for Latin: qui et, sive , signo), we find in Coptic simple juxtaposition or, as in Greek, an 
adnominal naming construction (see 2.3.1.3.) 

174 Heuser mentions this in passing (1929:123). The classic detailed accounts of Hellenistic 
“double naming” (lambertz 1913-4, calderini 1941-2) offer special discussion of Egyptian 
sources (lambertz 1914:99-130*, calderini 1941-2 passim even treats at length early Egyptian 
and Demotic double names, with extensive information on Egyptian, Greek, “Semitic”, 
Latin, Macedonian constituents, without so much as a mention of the Coptic facts. 

175 Cf. calderini 1941:249ff. Comparable in a sense are the disjunctive dvandva compounds in 
Sanskrit: cf. WHITNEY 1955 par. 1252b: “compounds in which the relation of the two members 
is alternative instead of copulative., nydn&dhika ‘defective or redundant”*. 
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2.3 SYNTAGMATICS (3): THE PROPER NAME IN NEXUS ^ i 

2.3.0.1 PNs as theme or rheme. General principles. Patterns and theses.;. 

2.3.1 The PN rhematic (1): NAMING patterns 

2.3.1.1 Non-verbal ( existential or basic) NAMING 

2.3.1.2 Verba! naming: NAME-ADDRESSING -•?' 

2.3.1.3 Alternative naming . 

2.3.1.4 Equivalence ("translated") naming ■>' ; 

2.3.2 The PN rhematic (2): focal PNs: polemic/identitive/prodamatory/apocritic 

naming 

2.3.2.1 Polemic-focal PN 

2.3.2.2 Naming in dialogue 

2.3.2.3 Identitive naming 

2.3.2.4 Proclamatory naming, self-naming , self-introduction, self-identification 

2.3.3 The PN thematic 

2.3.4 PNs both thematic and rhematic in a single clause 


2.3.0.1 The PN as rheme or theme. General principles, patterns and theses. 

(a) In the following pages, I propose to examine the distribution and roles of the PN in 
predicative nexus (short: “in nexus”), as either rheme or theme, focus or topic of its clause. 
This issue concerns most immediately the question of NAMING , at least in its grammati¬ 
cal implications. 1 shall not dwell here on the associated aspects or ‘functions’ of 
Namengebung such as the semantic, poetic, communicative-pragmatic, philosophical and 

l socio-psychological ones, its arbitrariness or conventionality, transparence and the 

like 1 ". 

Obs. Gardiner’s definition (1937:308) of a PN by its inception through a “solemn act of 
naming” is simplistic grammatically as well as pragmatically. However, the distinction 
between a given PN that has been formally introduced into a text and one assumed tobe 
intertextually familiar is significant and may certainly serve for PN subcategorization iff a 
textological sense (see below, 2.4). 

(b) I consider the distinction of two basic types of naming to be as fundamental in Coptic 
as it is in other languages: first, the existential, specialized and to a degree grammatically 
more interesting type, expressed in Coptic by the context bound (“thematically progres¬ 
sive”) copular Nominal Sentence and devoid of lexical categories usually associated with 

176 See KALVERKAEMPER 1978:3Iff.. 49ff„ 70ff. Generally and specifically, on the grammar (as 
distinct from other aspects) of naming, see HAHN 1969; HARTMANN 1958:10-40, van langen- 
DONCK 1975:337f., SCHMIDT 1961 (incidentally, his titular Old Irish example from the Scila 
Mucce MacDatho , “Boiriamrae for Laignib Mac Datho a ainm" “Once there was a king oyer 
the Leinstermen, his name was Mac Datho" illustrates well the connection of basic naming 
with a precedent existential statement, a connection as fully valid in Coptic as it is in 
Indo-European). 
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verbal predication; second, the verbal type, “ name-addressing ” or name-assigning rather 
than truly naming, characterized for all verbal categories: tense, negativity, valency, 
thematicity etc 177 . This second type employs “NAME” in a broader conception, to 
include “notion name”, name quality as well as ‘proper name’ stricto sensu. A third 
major and essentially different kind of PN rhematicity examined here is the case of the 
FOCAL PN, where it occupies therhematic slot in certain Nominal Sentence patterns, in 
correlation to well-defined macrosyntactic functions. This last role is typically accessible 
also to noun phrases (mostly non-zero-determinated lexemes) and pronouns, and is, 
functionally speaking, name-identifying , name-referring or name-declaring rather than 
naming. 178 

(c) The text-organizing, text-initial or introductory “naming” predication of a PN 
belongs in reality to a pre- or meta-predication plane, text-preliminary, whereby it is akin 
to presentative-existential statements (it is a textual delimitation factor, see below, 
2.4.3.1-2), and outside the theme-topic vs, rheme distinction based on and defined with 
reference to preceding predications. We may even go so far as to suggest a suppletive 
relationship between the naming text-organizing complex and non-naming existential 
statements— “There was A Man Whose Name Was PauT' being the grammatical 
form for the noetic “There was Paul” 179 . Once a PN has been introduced into a text, it is (in 
nexus) prevalently thematic (unless its very naming is contested, or in certain other, 

177 On the distinction “be” : “be called \ seeKALVERKAEMPER 1978:129ff., albeit with a semantic 
bias and interest. This heads his section(s) on the “transposition of appellative to proper 
name” (which I would rather see as a case of “simultaneous double occupancy”, one of the 
overlap or neutralization points on the properness scale, where the lexeme, especially 
zero-determinated, shares a paradigm with the PN stricto sensu.) Incidentally, the name¬ 
addressing (name-assigning) or “calling” constructions constitute a suppletive replacement 
for predicating a zero-determinated lexeme, which is but rarely predicated in the Nominal 
Sentence Pattern, and is then “adjectival” — $ipe pe “It is shameful” (see SH1SHA-HALEVY 
1984a:178ff.) 

178 The differentiation between the various name-predicating patterns has hitherto been one of 
the logicians* monopolies. Consider the following, in a grammatical treatise: “Words like 
P£draig, etc. have an entirely different force when predicated of a person or a place or thing, 
and when predicated merely of the name of the person, place or thing. When I say ‘This man’s 
NAME !3 Padraig’,** Patfjfaig” is used in what logicians call its ‘suppositio materialis’. But 
when I say ‘This man is Padraig’, “Padraig” is used in its ‘suppositio realis’ and the sentence 
means either “This man is an individual bearing the name Padraig” or he is “the special 
individual” to whom alone “Padraig”, in the sense I now attach to it, belongs” (O’NOLAN 1 924: 
42f., see also 48.) Yet O’Nolan also enumerates (43) four patterns, three of which would 
formally and functionally match corresponding Coptic ones: his No. 3 with our copular 
Nominal Sentence and the “existential naming”; No.2 and 4 with our delocutive, name- 
identifying Nominal Sentence. However, No.I, a formal Cleft Sentence functionally 
situational-identifying ( Se Padraig a bh\ arm), finds no exact Coptic correspondent: Coptic 
would here probably use a delocutive determinator-anaphoric formal pronominal theme 
which, in the case of a thematic PN, is motivated by the PN sex: consider nelia /e“It was Lea” 
(Gen.29:25), see 2.3.0.lg. It goes without saying that the precise matching of systeme formel 
and systeme de valeur is language-specific (cf. for instance goldenberg 1983:105 for Syriac). 

179 See SHISHA-HALEVY 1984b. On the presupposition of existence by naming, cf. Apoll.Dysc. 
Syntax 1.138; see harweg 1970:22f., and 2.4.3.Id, 2.4.3.2b below. When a PN is text-initial. 
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especially metonomastic, text-functional types, see below); this agrees nicely with the 
ideal lower specificity of the rheme as compared with its theme (although the high 
specificity of the PN is paradigmatic, and does not necessarily ensue from context- 
boundness). This poses an intriguing metagrammatical problem regarding the predica¬ 
tion of a PN of a lower-specificity (say appellative) or even an equi-specific (interlocutive 
or demonstrative pronoun) theme, a problem compounded in the latter case by the 
special categorial affinity of the PN with the interlocutives. The predication of a PN of an 
APP (not of “The Name”) or a personal pronoun occurs in certain well-defined textual 
slots (see below). 

(d) Unlike a (mostly zero-) determinated appellative lexeme, the PN is not marked as 
predicative by the nota relationis n -. This may be correlated with the absence of a 
full-range determination paradigm (i.e. [-]: ou -: p-) as well as with the semantically based 
neutralization of inherent vs. incidental ( i.e. circumstance-bound) predication of a noun 
(in Coptic, Nominal Sentence vs, durative present predicating o n- + zero-det, lexeme , “be 
as”: ntk-ouhmhal “you are (inherently, essentially, intrinsically) a slave” vs. ko nhmhal 
“you are (now, in the present circumstances, incidentally 180 ) a slave”; the latter is 
paradigmatically associated with “entering a state” (sope n-) and causativity (“cause to 
be in, or enter a state, r-„.n-): consider e.g. John 8:32ff., 36; syntagmatically it is 
compatible with time and circumstance adverbials and normal verbal category markers. 

(e) The lexeme ran “name”, definite and possessed, is (viewed as an outilgrammatical) a 
special theme-status element in the basic naming pattern; it is of pronominal equivalence, 
epistemologically replacing a personal pronoun; the interlocutive pronominal themes are 
practically incompatible with the rhematic PN, and the delocutive pronoun — in reality 
demonstrative-phoric rather than “personal” — when a topic, is characteristic of the 
non-naming, esp. polemic-focal and referential-identitive predication of a PN: “he is X” 
in the sequence pronominal theme + (copula) + rheme occurs (outside identitive contexts) 
almost only in the mystical or metaphoric attribution of a name to a person, e.g. in the 
special Wechselsatz (“balanced”) type of construction, in which theme and rheme are of 
equal or near-equal information value; this is total (“algebraic”, inversible) equation. 

(f) The grammatical apparatus for naming (as against “ name-addressing ”), is that of the 
so-called “Nominal Sentence” set of patterns 181 . This consists (in a very brief and 

this shows it is assumed as extratextually (or intertextually) known: a sentence such as “Miss 
Nancy Ellicot/ Strode across the hills and broke them...” (opening T.S. Eliot’s “Cousin 
Nancy”) clearly presupposes a “deviant” system of textual grammar. 

180 Callender 1984: Chapter 6 and 7.3.2 misses a golden opportunity to define this opposition 
between “inherent” (uncircumstantial) and “incidental” (circumstance-referred) predication 
of a nominal, stating the two constructions (viz. the Nominal Sentence and “adverbial” 
predication of o n-) in terms of complementary distribution, when they are clearly in full 
formal and functional opposition paradigm. 

181 Always a pampered topic of Coptic syntax, the Nominal Sentence has been monographically 
treated by most students of Coptic grammar; see, among others, the discussions by SETHE 
1919,POLOTSKY 1962,callender 1970,1984 and the present writer 1984a, 1987. The PN as a 
constituent in nexus with nouns/pronouns/PNs has generally been neglected in these 
discussions. 
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schematic overview) of a triad of interlocutive , delocutive and copular main patterns and 
subsets thereof: 

(I) the interlocutive pattern, in which the theme is a special prefixed lst/2nd-person 
personal pronoun, the rheme an indefinite or definite (not zero-determinated!) noun 
syntagm, or possessive pronoun (not a pers. pronoun, demonstative or PN), the interrog¬ 
ative nim, the indefinite oua “one” and possessive pronoun pa-/pd= both belonging to 
different categories or paradigms from that of the determinators, are compatible with the 
interlocutive pron. themes): ang-ouponeros nrdme “I am an evil man” (III 123), ntk- 
ouentec “You are a plant” (Chass.42), anon-nim “Who are we?”, hamoi ne-anon-oua 
mmoou “Would that we were one of them” (IV 91), ntetn-potn an “You (pi.) are not your 
own” (Wess.9 118a). 

(II) The delocutive set of patterns, in which the theme is a relatively enclitic, postposed 
deictic rather than a true delocutive personal pronoun (a gender-number movable 
paradigm, pe, te , ne ), which may operate (as normally signalled by gender/number 
concord; this is, however, intricately regulated, esp. in the case of indefinite and pronom¬ 
inal rhemes) ANAPHORICALLY (to a text-foregoing noun, topicalized noun or even 
the determinator in the rhematic noun-syntagm — this last an “endophoric” theme, 
defining an important pattern that seems to be the Coptic answer to a construction with 
an “impersonal” i.e. slot-filling, “formal” theme, cf. the Indo-European “impersonal” 
caseof‘7/(7j)+ rheme*'); cataphorically (heralding anappositive noun syntagm, 
PN or demonstrative); or NON-PHORICALLY (in a textual extent, i.e. ESOPHORI- 
CALLY, situation-phorically, with an uncommutable theme pe ). All these functions 
define distinct subpatterns within the delocutive set. On the whole, this set may only in a 
synthetic and very approximative sense be said to supply a delocutive (3rd-person) term 
to the thematic-personal-pronoun (patt.I), since its rheme consituency, the fullest of all 
patterns — all pronouns, PNs and all forms of noun syntagm — is quite different from 
that of pattern (I). Exx.: pnoute pe “He is God” (Chass.65), ouparthenos te “She is a 
virgin” (11175), silepe sdtm... “It is bitter to listen” (A 1228), ou te tenhelpis “What is our 
hope?” (Chass.82), agathon nim nouf ne “All good things are his” (III 72) teprd te ... piom 
pe “It is winter”, “It is summer” (IV 110f.). For the exophoric anokpe (“It is I”, “I am 
(it)”, “I am what I am”, “I am somebody [important]”, “I exist”) and endophoric 
patterns, see shisha-halevy 1987: 164f., 166f. 

(III) The copular pattern/^hich predicates a noun syntagm, a demonstrative (rarely a 
personal) pronoun or a PN of another, usually definite, noun-phrase or personal or 
demonstrative pronoun by means of a medial copula (superficially identical with the 
deictic pronoun of [II]) differs from the cataphoric-theme delocutive pattern in proso¬ 
dic 1 * 2 , paradigmatic (it is often invariable) and syntagmatic properties (it is non-phoric). 
This pattern, the least well understood of the triad, is quite distinct in its macrosyntactic 
status: its nominal theme is usually cotext-bound, serving for a “thematic progression” 
type of information and cohesive structure, a theme with a different type of thematicity 
from the pronominal-phoric one; it often occurs in hermeneutical (glossing) function, as 
the explication apparatus, but is also the normal (unmarked) way of predicating an 
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infinitive (zero-determinated). It still awaits precise definition as regards its constituen- 
tial and combinatory features: psa mprmmao pe na “the adornment of the rich man is 
doing charity)” (Chass.98), sophia nim pe thote ... “All wisdom is the fear...” (Sir. 19). 

Obs. This brief resume must no account convey the impression that all details of 
constituency, concord, distribution and other pattern properties are clear. Research must 
still be carried out, especially regarding the copular, he cataphoric (with pronominal and 
indefinite rheme/theme), the endophoric and non-phoric patterns. 

(g) The following analytical-synoptic table presents the distinctive formal and functional 
features of the naming (i.e. “Nominal Sentence”) patterns discussed and illustrated in 
2.3.1 and 2.3.2, as correlates of text-grammatical functions and slots: 


SYNOPSIS OF NOMINAL-SENTENCE PATTERNS ([g] above) 


INTERLOCUTIVE 

DELOCUTIVE 

COPULAR 

theme 

THEME 

(non-phoric, 



cotext-bound 



theme) 

locutive- 

self— 

identifying 

delimiting 

epistolary 

epistolary 

initial , 

(2.3.2.4a) 

(2.3.2.4a) 

final 

“anok/PN 

“anok pe PN” 


pe eishai ” 



“anok/PN 

proclama- 


pei/fshai yt 

tory(2.3.2.4b): 


“anok/PN 

“anokpePN” 


petshai rf 



allocutive: 

“ntk-PN” 

inquiring identity - 

identity - 

address 

(very rare) 

(2.3.2.2 a): by-name 

with-name 

(inquiry) 

(2.3.2.3c) 

“nim pe pekran?' '(2.3.2.3a) 

(delocutive) 

“ntk-nim” 
[“nim rntk”] 

“ntok pe PN”? 

(2.3.2.3b) 

“pai pe PN”? 

locutive : 


naming response: 

identity 

apocritic 


(2.3.2.3a) 

response: 

(response) 


“PN pe par an” 

(2.3.2.2b) 

“anok pe PN ” 
“N pe PN” 
[“PN-rntf\ 
2.3.1.If) 


182 See shisha-halevy 1986:34f., 161 n.36. 
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INTERLOCUTIVE DELOCUTIVE COPULAR 


dialogue- 


presupposing 

polemic-focal 

foe al(verb- 


narrative or 

(2.3.2.1a) 

al theme) 


dialogue 

“Xpe pefran'' 

(2.3.2.3b) 

“PN pe pet- 9 


narrative : 


(2.3.2.3a) 

basic (existential) 



“ne-PNpe” 

naming(2.3.1.1): 



(endophoric) 

“pefran pe PN” 

“nai ne 

neuran, PN PN 

PN” 

(collective- 

cataphoric) 

narrative - 



name-assigning: 

recording 



(2.3.2.3b) 

(“historio¬ 
graphical ") 



“N pe PN” 




identitive 
(2.3.2.3b): 
“nenSeri... PNPN 
PN” 

delocutive : 

identitive - 


identitive- 

hermeneutical- 

equivalential. 


translating/ 

expositive 

alternative 


alternative 


(2.3.1.3, 


(2.3.1.3-4): 


2.3.2.3b) 


”...ete pai pe 




PN” 


“ete PN pe” 


“...ete pefran 

::. 



pe PN” 


2.3.1 THE PROPER NAME RHEMATIC (I): NAMING PATTERNS 

23.1.1 Non-verbal (existential or basic) naming 

(a) U pefran/pran n- + pe+ PNti — the copular Nominal Sentence pattern, the constituent 
sequence in which follows the “natural” or paradigmatically speaking basic or unmarked 
order “theme-to-rheme”, serves typically to introduce a personal name (“new” = neither 
prius notum , nor assumed to be such, nor prius dictum) into a narrative text, in contiguity 
to an existential statement or its equivalent. (In the absence of such express “existential 
claim”, the basic naming construction is based on and itself signals the presupposition of 
existence). From the textological viewpoint, the name-carrier enjoys a protagonistic or 


another, relatively prominent standing in the relevant text. The theme ran “name” is 
singular or plural and is possessed, directly or indirectly, by the name carriers). 

Obs. (1) The feminine te is an uncommon variant (alternant?) form of the copula with 
feminine name-carriers: pran ntouei mmoou pe sepphora, auo pran ntmehsnte pe phoua 
“The name of the first (was) S., and the name of the second (was) P.” (Ex.l:15), 
...epran nloui mmoou pe orpha auo pran ntmehsnte le hrouth “The name of the former 
being O. and the name of the latter being R.” (Ruth 1:4, Sah. consensus), pran 
mprome pe abimelekh auo pran ntefshime le naomi “His wife’s name (was) N.” (Ruth 
1:2) phran nnefseri nshimi pe lusia nem-ludia “The name of his daughters is Lysia and 
Lydia” (Mort.Jos.2). Common to the instances of te is the non-marking of the PN as 
of feminine sex (in Ruth 1:2 also the contrast of masc. and fern, in unmarked PNs), 
but until more evidence is forthcoming 1 would hesitate to suggest this was the 
conditioning factor. 

Obs.{2) This pattern has, as far as we can judge by such suprasegmental information as is 
conveyed by punctuation, an idiosyncratic prosodic contour in which the copula and PN 
constitute a single colon: pran mpefarkhestratigos.pe abennir “The name of his 
commander-in-chief is A.” (I Reg. 14:50 Drescher: note the punctuation, reflecting the 
idiosyncratic prosodic structure of the copular Nominal Sentence). 

(b) Placenames, having usually background status in their texts, are less common in the 
existential naming construction as are personal names and are in any case text- 
functionally subordinate, even when belonging to the information sphere of the personal 
protagonist: pran ntefpolis pe dennaba “The name of his town (was) D.” (Job.42:17d). 

(c) In dialogic, gnomic and expositive (non-narrative) textemes, we find zero-determinated 
lexemes in the PN slot, as personal proper names, not notion-names 18 *: piran etierpoli~ 
teuesthe nhetf pe khrestianos “the name under which I live is ‘Christian’” (AM II 83), 
petnranpe atsbd “your name is ’unteachable’” (NHCII140) — note the singular “name” 
with plural name-carriers (contrast the case illustrated in[e] below); peipe mntrroepefren 
pe mntrro ’’This is kingship, its name being (on whose name is) ‘Kingdom’” (Man.Ps. 158) 
illustrates nicely the opposition of identifying and naming (as well as of’’classifying” and 
“naming”) predications, expressed by the opposition of the themes “this” and “(its) 
name”, oun-sber epefran mmatepeiber “There are friends who are friends in name only” 
(lit. ...whose name only is ‘friend’”) (Sir.37). Definite lexemes occurring in the rhematic 
slot are cases of properizing definition-, witness the appositive relative expansion (2.2.1.2) 
in pefran pe pjoeis petjose “His name is the Lord, the exalted One” (Is.l2:15). 

183 Hamlet s Frailty, thy name is Woman”; I do not consider this a case of“transposition” of 
APP to PN (see 0.4), but “simultaneous double occupancy” or occupancy of a syntagmatic 
slot in which the scalar oppositions of “properness” are overruled and neutralized; the tension 
(used for rhetorical purposes in the exx. adduced here) between a personal name stricto sensu 
(distinguished as such above all statistically, by its “normal” treatment: consider sophia or 
raie, true personal names as well as zero-determined lexemes) and a lexeme in statu 
nominates — between “naming” and “generic classification” — is clearly due to the essentially 
synthetic structural (paradigmatic-and-syntagmatic) identity of “names”. From the decoding 
angle, of course, one cannot overlook the “naming”-signalling function of the pattern in 
question, still, this is hardly the same as postulating a dynamic transposition or even taking 
this pattern as defining a proper name. 
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Obs. For the distinction between naming and the predication of name types, consider 
pkarp nren pe trampe pmahsrteu pe pebat pmahsamt pe phooue “The First name is the 
year(-name), the second the month(-name), the third the day(-name) (Keph.145) 

'r. • • : ■ ' 

(d) The copular “basic” naming construction is not negatived. Its syntactic status is either 
main-clause or adnominal to the (usually indefinite) name-carrier, as marked by the 
circumstantial converter, e- : afnau eurome... epefran pe maththaios “He saw a man... 
whose name is Matthew” (Mt.9:9), oupolis epesran pe nazareth “a town whose name was 
Nazareth” (Mt.2:23, Lc.l:26), tai epesran pe marmarami “She whose name is M.” (Kropp 
R8). The preterite converter (/ie-), usually incorporating Nominal Sentence predications 
in the narrative texteme, rarely converts the basic naming pattern (in contrast to its 
non-basic alternants treated below), which seems to agree with its preliminary (“pre- 
narratival”) role. In (Now the King had two daughters,) tnoc de nseere nepesran pe 
hllaria “and the name of the elder daughter was H ” (Leg.2), the narrative is already far 
advanced and we have here a subtext headed by the existential naming. Similarly in 
nepran mprro etmmaupe augustos “That King’s name was Augustus” (Museon 96 [ 1983] 
257). The relative conversion ( ete -) of the copular pattern generally, and of the basic 
naming construction in particular, is problematic. Apart from the glossing or hermeneu¬ 
tical ete-paipeX (and sim.) “namely X”,in which the relative conversion has special — 
more versatile — syntactic properties different from the usual ones, instances of a relative 
basic-naming construction are very rare (see below for relative cataphoric naming): anok 
te maria tmaktaline etepran mpatime pe maktalia “I am Mary Magdalene, the name of 
whose village is Maktalia” (Om.p.158) illustrates the peculiarities of this conversion in 
this case, esp. the non-appositive relative expanding a PN and the concord of with the 
first named person. 


nfsrpmmise pe merdf pran ntmehsnte pe melkhol “The names of his two daughters: the 
name of the first is M., the name of the second is M.” (1 Reg. 14:49, also 17:13). • 

(0 In a naming construction that is residual in Coptic, yet with important predecessors in 
pre-Coptic Egyptian and especially its oldest phases, the nexus between the PN (or 
interrogative pro-PN) and ran “name” (possessed, as “inalienable” or inherently- 
belonging, by a possessive suffix and not by the determinatoria! “possessive article”) is 
effected by juxtaposition alone. The reflection that this is the one Nominal Sentence 
pattern in Coptic which is indeed a true “nominal predication”, i.e,, with grammatical 
apparatus that is not pronominal, is sobering; yet even in this case the predicate, a PN, is 
in a sense pronominal: ...e-angelos rntou “their name being ‘angel’” (Guerin 14b), nim 
rntk/erntk “What (‘who?’) is your name?” (Gen.32:27, Mc.5:9, A II 118). 

Obs. It would seem that the Middle Egyptian naming pattern “PN rn.f* stands outside 
the opposition basic.polemic/apocritic naming (cf.2.3.2.1(a)Obs. below) 

2.3.1.2 Verba! naming: Name-Addressing (Name-Assigning) 

“Es waren einmal acht lustige Koenige; sie lebten. Sie hiessen aber so und so. Wer heisst 
ueberhaupt? Man nennt ihn.” 

Christian Morgenstern, AUe Galgenlieder (Berlin 1932) 14. 

(a) “Name-adressing” or name-assigning (“calling someone X") differs from basic 
naming in several important, indeed definitive aspects: 

NAMING NAME-ADDRESSING 


(e) CATAPHORIC alternants of the basic construction are text-juncturally distinct, 
constituting boundary-marks of relative initiality (and relative independence). However, 
it seems to be conditioned by the multiple names predicated of ran: this is usual in 
collective naming , with ran occurring in the plural and the subject pronominal, in the 
plural form ne\ the pattern is the delocutive , not the copular one; the rheme is the 
“you-”(or “near”) deictic demonstrative as cataphoric (“heralding”) nucleus of the 
appositive names (nai + PNs) the theme ne, equally cataphoric, with the possessed ran as 
lexicalizing apposition: rl&nai ne neuran hilias mn-pamoun “These were their names, H. 
and P.” (4 Mart.94f .)peksasf narkhangelos etenai ne neuran mikhaelgabrielsouriel asouel 
kragouelhraphael saraphoutt "Your seven archangels whose names are these: M., G., S., 
A., R., A., S.” (Kropp J 43ff.), ...ete-nai ne neuran ioudas nem-iosetos iakobos nem-simon 
“...these being their names: Judas and Iosetos, James and Simon” (Mort.Jos.2). 

There are some variant forms of this construction, one with ran topicalized: phran oun 
nti-5 nsabe nai ne tipistis tihelpis tiapate tihupomone tihurene “The names of the five wise 
(females) are the following: Faith, Hope, Charity, Patience, Peace” (Catena 68f.) — note 
the anacoluthic conflict of the singular ran and the plural cataphoric pronoun; the second 
in the copular pattern with nai + PNs rheme, ran theme: (the kings of the Persians) nai 
eneuran ne nikomedes mn-our mn-harmenos mn-lemontos mn-appianos “they whose names 
are these: N., OU., H., L., A.” (Eudoxia 21ro). The cataphoric and basic patterns are 
combined in a Scriptural (caique — “transferred”?) collective-naming construction, 
topicalizing-extraposing the possessed ran to the basic pattern: man ntefseere snte pran 


PN status: 


Construction status: 


nexal 
single PN 

specific deixis excluded 

textological- ^ ~ 
delimitative function 

related to explicit/ 
implicit existence 

non-valential 


actantial 

potentially multiple PNs 
specific deixis included 

no textological-delimitative 
function 

not especially related to 
existence 

trivalential 184 


184 On the valentiai structure of “call somebody X”, see tesniEre 1965: par. 113ff. (implicitly 
subsuming both adverbal elements as object, “double second actant“ and the name itself as 
“circonstant”, an “accusative of relation" to the verb — Eurocentrism once again. I would 
rather see the name as occupying a third actantial slot); kalverkaemper 1 978: 1 3 1 ff. Coptic 
moute “call” may be bivalent: “call to” (e.g. Is.65:12) “invoke”, with ran “name” as object 
(e.g. Is.65:1, Theod.29; compare onomaze “utter a name”, Shen.contra Origen. 62). The PN 
actant may be lexemized, and je- replaced by the usual direct-object marker n- (“call someone 
this name”, e.g. Catena 228); it may be de-grammaticalized and turned into a true circumstant 
(“call someone by [kata- or Art-] this name", e.g. Catena 203, A II 438). 
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Semantic specifics : 


NAMING 

only “syntactic’’ 
categories: e-, ete -, 
ne - conversions 185 

not negatived 
low syntactic 
versatility 

“name” rheme, lexically 
inert 

non-processual theme: 
“name identity” 


NAME-ADDRESSING 

full range of paradigmatic 
(lexical) and syntagmatic 
categories 

negatived 

high syntactic versatility 

“name”, “notion”, “generic 
quality” rheme 

processual theme with agens: 
“being called a name”. 


Obs. In an illuminating instance of cotextual confrontation of the two kinds of naming: 
paipepefran senamoute erof je-pnoute ntaletheia “This is his name (i.e. Toeiaothouikhol- 
mio’); they will call him The God of Truth’” (Cod.Bruc. 48), we observe three specifics of 
“name addressing”, viz. characterizability for tense, valency and the “lexemic meaning¬ 
fulness” of the name. 


(b) The most important constructions of moute “call” are described and illustrated 
below. 


(1) moute e-...je- + PN (personal name, placename, def. divine name) 

ethnic name 
-APP 

nim “who?” (pro-name) 
ou “what?” (pro-zero-APP) 
pet - (det. relative “one who...”) 
definite APP 

(non-phoric determinator; exophoric or cataphoric deixis) 
possessive pronoun (“he of-”) and article (“his-”) 

Note the paradigmatic affinity of the PN with absence or reduction of determination 
oppositions (exclusion of the indefinite determinator). The actor actant constituency for 
moute in this construction appears to be open-ended, although its inner frequency 
structure seems to differ from that of other verbs: most frequent is the 3rd-person-plural- 
homonymous “generic” person used for the construction corresponding to the “eventual 
passive” (Vorgangspassiv), for “he is called X”, most often in the generic (“aorist”) tense: 
while the genericity of the person may be attributed to the relative irrelevance of the actor 

185 The preterite converter is no less “syntactic”, marking the integration of the naming clause in 
the narrative cotext: see shisha-halevy 1986:64f. 


actant in these cases, the aorist expresses the extensive temporal valid 
The imperative, present — First and Second, i.e. thematic — and fut 
well attested; narrative tenses seem to be rarest: basic naming is here tyj 
of the perfect tense are usually recording rather than truly narrating). 

Exx.: moute epjoeis je-beelzeboul “Call the Lord B.”(IV 35), petesaum 
“who is called Judas” (Mt.26:14), aumouteebarnabasje-pzeuspaulosd 
called Barnabas ‘Zeus’ and Paul ‘Hermes’” (Act. 14:12); netoumoute a 
who are called ‘god’” (Keph. 125f, sim. Sap.Salom. 14), semoute eroouj 
je-angelos “They are called ‘archangel’ and ‘angel’” (Cod.Bruc.237); 
je-nim “what do you want to call him?” (Lc.l:62, NHC II 88,120) 
je-tetcen “she that is called ‘the one that is soft’ (= ‘the soft one’)” 
e-esau je-petsoop'E. was called ‘the one who is foul’ (‘the foul one” (Ch 
eroi je-psah auo pjoeis “You call me ‘master’ and ‘lord’” (Joh. 13:13: 
these are probably vocatives: “You address me as...”; the verb is phonei 
je-plaos “They are called ‘the people of God’” (IV 1), mpfouds etreun 
ntseere mpharad “(Moses) did not wish to be called ‘Pharao’s 
(Heb. 11:24), efmouti erof je-oni , nipharisaios de je-niekoti “He calls 
Pharisees (call it) ‘the builders” (Catena 58; for the construction, c 
Placenames (PNs and definite APPs only): ounesos esaumoute ere 
island called C.” (Act.27:14:16), netoumoute eroou je-ommiein “wh 
(Deut.2:10f.); tekklesia eumoute eros je~parkhangeIos mikhael “tl 
‘Archangel Michael’”(Ryl.l58),/?m« esaumoute erof je-pekranion “th( 
Skull’” (Lc.23:33), anei euma eumoute erof je~nlimne etnanouou “We 
called ‘the good harbours’” (Act.27:8),/?ma etoumoute erof tenou je-tsi 
place now called Mary’s Bath” (Om. p.28). 

Ofry.(l) Characteristic of name addressing or name-assigning in coi 
basic naming are the mutually related negatability and focalizability 
names, by the negativing and thematization of the verb, respective 
alternant of the name-addressing construction is the affirmative cc 
negated alternant: tinamoute erotn an je je-bok ainamouti erotn je-n\ 
longer call you ‘servants’; it is ‘friends’ I will call you” (Catena 21 
eumoute arai je-heke hi-smmo “It is ‘pauper’ and ‘stranger’ they call r 
nneumoute ce epekran jinpeinau je-senoute alia eunamoute erok je-snoufe 
shall no longer be called Shenoute, but Shenoufe” (4 Mart.87). 

Obs.( 2) Multiple addressed names are coordinated as relatively indepei 
“and”, negative oude, oute “neither/nor”: semoute gar araf je-iot auo 
auo rro“ He is called‘father’ and ‘God’ and ‘workman’ and ‘king’” (C 
f.50 vo), semouti eroou an je-seri oude mathetes oude khristianos eptt 
called neither ‘son’ nor ‘disciple’ nor ‘Christian’ on any account” (Cate 
erof je-demiourgos auo neiot “call him Demiourge and Father” (Cod.Br 
relationis n- testifies to the existence of the zero article (with its “pari 
syntax) before the first noun. It is remarkable that the “quote” sig 
repeated in multiple name-addressing: moute eroou je-hrabbei auo je-n 
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actant in these cases, the aorist expresses the extensive temporal validity of the naming. 
The imperative, present — First and Second, i.e. thematic — and future tenses are also 
well attested; narrative tenses seem to be rarest: basic naming is here typical (the instances 
of the perfect tense are usually recording rather than truly narrating). 

Exx.: moute epjoeis je-beelzeboul “Call the Lord B.” (IV 35), petehaumoute erofje-ioudas 
who is called Judas” (Mt.26:14), aumoute ebarnabasje-pzeuspaulos de je-phrmes “They 
called Barnabas Zeus and Paul ‘Hermes”’ (Act. 14:12); netoumoute arauje-noute “they 
who are called ‘god’” (Keph. 125f, sim. Sap.Salom. 14), semoute eroou je-arkhangelosaud 
je-angelos “They are called ‘archangel’ and ‘angel’” (Cod.Bruc.237); ekouesmoute erof 
je-nim “what do you want to call him?” (Lc.l:62, NHC II 88,120); tetoumoute eros 
je-tetcen “she that is called ‘the one that is soft’ (= ‘the soft one’)” (Is.47:8), aumoute 
e-esauje-pet soof ‘E. was called ‘the one who is foul’ (‘the foul one” (Chass.81); tetnmoute 
eroije-psah aud pjoeis “You call me ‘master’ and ‘lord’” (Joh.l3:13: definite in Greek, 
these are probably vocatives: “You address me as...”; the verb is phoneite ), semoute eroou 
je-plaos “They are called ‘the people of God’” (IV 1), mpfouos etreumoute erofje-psere 
ntseere mpharao “(Moses) did not wish to be called ‘Pharao’s daughter’s son’” 
(Heb. 11:24), efmouti erof je-Sni, nipharisaios de je-niekoti “He calls it ‘stone’, but the 
Pharisees (call it) ‘the builders” (Catena 58; for the construction, cf. Act. 14:12); 
Placenames (PNs and definite APPs only): ounesos esaumoute eros je-klaudia “an 
island called C.” (Act.27:14:16), netoumoute eroou je-ommiein “who are called O.” 
(Deut.2:10f.); tekklesia eumoute eros je-parkhangelos mikhael “the church called 
‘Archangel Michaer”(Ryl.I58),pma esaumoute erof je-pekranion “the place called ‘the 
Skull’” (Lc.23:33), anei euma eumoute erof je-nlimne etnanouou “We came to a place 
called the good harbours’” (Act.27:8), pma etoumoute erof tenou je-tsiooun mmaria “the 
place now called Mary’s Bath” (Om. p.28). 

Obs.(l) Characteristic of name addressing or name-assigning in contradistinction to 
basic naming are the mutually related negatability and focalizability of the addressed 
names, by the negativing and thematization of the verb, respectively; the focalized 
alternant of the name-addressing construction is the affirmativ# counterpart of the 
negated alternant: tinamoute erdtn an je je-bok ainamouti erotn je-naspher “I will no 
longer call you ‘servants’; it is ‘friends’ I will call you” (Catena 217, cf. Joh.l5:15), 
eumoute araije-heke hi-smmo “It is ‘pauper’ and ‘stranger’ they call me” (Man.Ps.97), 
nneumoute ce epekranjinpeinauje-senoute alia eunamoute erok je-Snoufe" Henceforth, you 
shall no longer be called Shenoute, but Shenoufe” (4 Mart.87). 

Obs.{ 2) Multiple addressed names are coordinated as relatively independent units by aud 
“and”, negative oude, oute “neither/nor”: semoute gar arafje-iot aud noute aud refrhob 
aud rro“ He is called‘father’ and ‘God’ and ‘workman’ and ‘king’” (Cod. Jung [NHC I] 
f.50 vo), semouti eroou an je-seri oude mothers oude khristianos epterf “They shall be 
called neither ‘son’ nor ‘disciple’ nor ‘Christian’ on any account” (Catena 199). In moute 
erofje-dimiourgos aud neidt “call him Demiourge and Father” (Cod.Bruc.226f.), the nota 
relationis n- testifies to the existence of the zero article (with its “partitive” bracketing 
syntax) before the first noun. It is remarkable that the “quote” signal je- is usually 
repeated in multiple name-addressing: moute eroou je-hrabbei auo je-reftisbo “Call them 
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‘Rabbi’ and ‘Teacher’” (III 161f.). Consider the examples Act. 14:12, Catena 58 (“moute 
e-N x je-PNt N 2 je-PN 2 ”) quoted above, also naimoute emaria je-tamaau ouoh ioseph 
je-paeiot “I used to call Mary ‘mother’ and Joseph ‘father’” (Mort.Jos.l 1). 

Obs.( 3) The relative expansion of the zero-determinated “name” in saumouti eros je-oeik 
etafi epeset ebolhentphe “it is called ‘bread that descended from Heaven’” (Catena 194f.) 
is remarkable, but cannot be judged on its own. 

Obs,(4) The isolated instances of an indefinite addressed lexemic “name” show different 
constructions supplying the absence of the indefinite determinator as addressed “name” 
in the moute paradigm. Note especially the (“anacoluthic”) Nominal Sentence after je-: 
netoumoute eroou je-henrefmobe ne “they that are called ‘sinners’” (lit. “that are called 
‘they are sinners’”) (AI 474), moute arafje-ousunagoge nnoujai /e“(call him‘ a synagogue 
of security’” (lit. “Call him “It is a synagogue of security”— NB: endophoric Nominal 
Sentence: not “he is”!) (Cod. Jung[NHC I] f.46 vo), eumoute enehbeue nrrome je-hnnoute 
ne “they calling the works of man ‘gods’” (Sap.Salom.13); probably also efmouti 
etefparousia noujai je-tinou te “He calls his Redeeming Presence ‘the present hour’ (or 
‘now’)” (Catena 187). The example naumouti erof je noutipe “He is called ‘God’ (lit. ‘He is 
God’)” (Theod. 64) is uncollated and seems doubtful in view of the special role of and 
restrictions on zero-determinated rhemes in the delocutive Nominal Sentence (see 
SHISHA-HALEVY 1984a:177ff.). 

Another surrogate for the indefinite-quantified “name” (which, by the very token of 
being quantified, is of a lower properness grading!) may be the nota relationis n- replacing 
je-: moute erof n-oulaos efouaab “call him (‘as’) ‘a holy people*” (Is.62:12); the “name” 
here is paradigmatically associated with zero determination: eaumoute erof narkhiereus 
ebol hitm-pnoute “he having been called ‘Archpriest’ by God” (Heb.5:10). The nota 
relationis , itself paradigmatically associated with the adnexal (circumstantial) clausal 
satellite, hints at a “predicative” status of the “addressed name” after je-. The only 
example I can find of the indefinite article with an addressed name followingye- is the 
Bohairic(Catena 57) text of Is.56:7, euemouti erof je-ouei mproseukhe “He shall be called 
‘a house of prayer’”, where the Sahidic (Wessely) has pei “the house”. 

Obs.( 4) The “addressed name” form of Greek-Coptic lexeme is, as expected, the 
unmarked human-animate -or 1 * 6 : afmoute eron je-khristianos “He called us‘Christian’” 
(Ev.Philippi Labib 122). 

Obs.( 5) While “name addressing” is merged with the actual “form/manner of address”, 
this is nevertheless recognizable by the characteristic interlocutive pronouns: mouti erof 
je-pacois “address him as ‘my lord!”’ (Catena 61), also by determination (cf. Blass- 
Debrunner-Rehkopf 1984: par. 143 n.3, on John 13:13 quoted above). 

Obs. (6) Note the use of the preposition e - in eumoute etipolis e-as man “What name is this 
town called?” (Leg.54, Gk.pos kaleitai). 

*** 

“The Name of the Song is called ‘Haddocks’ Eyes’” 

“Oh, that’s the name of the song, is it?” Alice said, trying to feel interested. 

“No, you don’t understand” the Knight said, looking a little vexed. “That’s what the 
name is called . The name really is ‘The Aged Aged Man’” 

Lewis Carroll, Through the Looking Glass 


186 cf. SHISHA-HALEVY 1986:135ff. 
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(2) A rarer and more metaphrastic type of name-addressing is (lit.) “call (his) name X”: 
moute epefran je- + PN/ definite APP (placenames) 

This construction, most frequently attested in Scripture Coptic, seems to highlight the 
actual Namengebung process and is thus often used for aetiological accounts of naming 187 , 
especially of placenames. Only here are locutive (lst-person) or allocutive (2nd-person) 
reports of naming to be found, also an historical account of the naming ACT instead of a 
mere record of the name: nneumoute ce epekran jin-peinau je-senoute t alia eunamoute erok 
je-Snoufe... “Henceforth, you will no longer be called Shenoute, but Shenoufe” (4 
Mart.87), moute epefran je-iohannes “Call him John”(Lc. 1:13 ),afmoutieparan je-georgios 
“He called me George”(AM II201), dabeir deneumoute epesran je-tpolis nneshai “But D. 
was called ‘the city of writings’” (Jos. 15:15), aumoute epesran je-pjoore ebol “It was called 
‘the scattering’”(Gen.l 1:9), afmoute epran mpma etmmau je-mparembole“He called that 
place ‘the encampment’” (Gen.32:2) 

Obs. Two “hybrid” variants of this construction and constr.(l) are: (a) afmoute erof 
mpefran je-tbasan auo thiaeir “he called it by its (present!) name ‘the Basan’ and ‘the 
Yaeir’” (Deut.3:14); (b) the proleptic and anacoluthic pran de ntabir neumoute eros 
je-karia-sophar , lit, “the name of T. at first, they called it (i.e. the town) Ou.” (Jud.l:l), 
also pran ntpolis nsorp eumoute eros je-oulamis“The nameof the town at first,it wascalled 
Ou.” (ibid. 18:29): here the object of the naming is the named place, but the topic is 
“name”, as in the basic naming construction. 

(3) Closely related to aetiological-metaphrastic name-assigning, but differing in the very 
conception of the act, is “name-GIVING”, using the verb ti- “give”: 

ti-renf/ti-ran e-/ti-ren-pefran...je- + 

def. APP 

/W(rare) 

0-APP (rare). 

This construction is considerably rarer in Sahidic than in other dialects (esp. in Bohairic 
and Subakhmimic?): afti-ran eroou je-nouti “He called them *God’”(AM II 73), afti-rens 
je-panas ethbe-phai auti-ren-phran ntibakL.Je-tsotimpanas “He called its name ‘the oath’;, 
therefore the town is called ‘Well of the Oath”* (Gen.26:33; note the grammaticalizecf 
status of ren in ti-ren , as evident from the prosodic-morphophonemic opposition (ran: 
proclitic ren-) as well as its compatibility with the object phran n-\ cf. also 26:20:22:, 33:17, 
etc.), euti-ren arasje-touse “They call it ‘night’” (Keph. 27, also 63,126 — nangelos “ THE 
angels” the “name” in this construction, but zero determination, noute ‘God’, for the 
“name” in construction [a]), senati-ran eroou je-nisaje ntiakatharsia “They will be called 
‘the words of defilement” (NHC V 85), afti-ran erof je-logos auo sere “He called him 
‘Word* and ‘Son’” (Shen. contra Origen.26). 


187 The bivalential moute epefran , without the namingye-, means “invoke” (e.g. Is. 65:1). Inciden¬ 
tally, the superficially analogue opposition between ntk-nim “Who are you?” (asking for the 
interlocutor’s name) and nim pe pek/wi“What is your name?” does not match the distinction 
between moute e - je - and moute epefran je-. 
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Obs (Deut.32:3) pran mpjoeis aitaue-rinf(“ I called the name of the Lord”, Greek onoma 
kuriou ekalesa ), proves the structural disparity of the grammaticalized (derivational) -rm- 
and the lexemic, topicalizable ran; the former is phoric and can resume the latter. 

(4) In a marginal name-addressing construction the verb jo “say” is used with a different 
valency, instead of moute “ca \Y';jd entails an empty (since obligatory) “neutric” pronom¬ 
inal object (-s/mmos): “say it”, in addition to the two usual name-assigning slots 
(*-...ye-...): mprjoos epeijodme je-nomos e saje hi-sbd hi-entole “Do not call this book ‘law 1 
or ‘word’, ‘teaching*, ‘commandment’” (III 192), eunajoos erof je-pkah nhraphaein “It will 
be called ‘the land of R.”’ (Deut.2:20), nthe etkjo mmoos erof je-heterousios “as you call 
him ‘diverse of essence”’ (Shen.contra Origen.58). 

Another verb used exactly like moute is saje “speak”: etepeei pe etouseje araf je-psoter 
“namely the one they call ‘the Saviour* (Cod.Jung [NHC I) f.8 vo) 

2.3.1.3 ALTERNATIVE or DOUBLE NAMING, also of high metaphrastic alienation, 
combines and defines two inequal PNs in a “naming equation”, predicating their identity 
by various formal means: relative or basic-juxtaposed Nominal Sentence patterns, appos- 
itive relative expansion of the PN,/c- “naming” expansion of the PN (placename); see 
2.2.3.4 188 : kronos ete-petbepe “Kronos, also called Petbe” (A I 383f.); note that in this 
case the relative is never appositive (another formal distinctive trait of the special 
“hermeneutical” ete-...pe, the relative conversion of the endophoric Nominal Sentence 
pattern, 2.3.0. If); iesous pete-saumoute erofje-ioustos “Jesus, (also) called Iustos”, simon 
pete-pefran pepetros “Simon, whose name is (also) Peter” (Mt.4:18), esau nthof pe edom 
“Esau, i.e. Edom” (Gen.36:1, lit. “he is E.”), kamepolis je-poubaste “Kamepolis, (called) 
‘Poubaste**’ (4 Mart. 111) 


2.3.1.4 Translated Naming . Equivalence Naming 

(a) The interlingual translatability (or rather “transferability”) of PNs is of obvious 
significance for evaluating the question of their meaning and transparence (see 0.3c) 189 . 
What I would illustrate here are the formal means of metaphrastically stating the 

& 


188 See coseriu 1973:49ff. and Isacenco apud coseriu 1973:80f.; lambertz 1913-1914 and 
CALDERINl 1941-1942. 

189 Cf. CALDERINl 1941: 259f., Fleischer 1964:372f., algeo 1975: 59ff., kalverkaemper 
1978:85ff. (“metonomasy”). Needless to say, the relationship of, say, John to Johann to 
Yokhanan to Sedn (etc.) is drastically different from that of lexemic correspondents in the 
respective languages, matching their different kind of content; but these are translation- 
equivalents nevertheless. PNs are lexemically paraphraseable {pace COSERIU 1973:3); their 
“etymology” (in a blended synchronic and diachronic sense) is of special significance, due to 
the paralinguistic importance of naming. 
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equivalence in two different languages of two different PNs, based on a true (“etymologi¬ 
cal”) translation of their APP (lexemic) homonym in one language or both. Note that the 
copula, and the nexus expressed by it in the copular Nominal Sentence, stand in this case 
not for essential equation of identity (“X is Y”), but for semasiological featuring or 
application (“X means Y”): ouma eumoute erof je-lithostroton mmnthebraios de je- 
gabbatha “a place called L., in Hebrew G.” (Joh.l9:13 — Greek/Hebrew), akeldama 
ete-tai te tsose mpesnof“A ., that is to say ‘the field of blood*” (Mt.27:8, Aramaic/Coptic), 
afmoute epefran je-eididi ete-pefoudhm pe etbepjoeis “He called his name Ei., the transla¬ 
tion of which is ‘for the Lord’s sake’ (2 Reg. 12:25, Hebrew/Coptic), sumon bariona 
etephai pepserinidna “Simon Bar-Iona, that is to say ‘Jona’s son* (Catena 45, Aramaic/ 
Coptic), akkhamdth tetouhermeneue mmos je-sophia “A., which is interpreted ‘wisdom 
(Sophia)”’(NHC V 5f., Hebrew/Greek-Coptic),pe/:/im/^ pefran pe mmntsurospe mes - 
sias, mmntouainin pepekhs “Christ, his name in Aramaic is Messias, in Greek Christ” 
(Ev.Philippi, Labib 104) 190 . 

(b) Of special poignancy and interest, from the semasiological aspect of PNs and the 
corresponding grammatical aspect of the gradual shading of PNs into APPS (and vice 
versa) are instances of etymologized PNs (their semasia and aletheia ), formally indistin¬ 
guishable from translated foreign words, etymologized lexemes and “words” in general 
— the inquiry as to the “inner meaning”, background and reason (approx. Varro’s 
etymological code-term “cur”) of naming as well as of “calling a spade a spade”. Here we 
sometimes encounter one of the unfortunately all too rare cases of native Coptic metalin¬ 
guistic thought: seerermeneuin garndamaskosje-thbaki w/i/j«c/“Damaskus is interpreted 
as ‘the city of blood’” (Catena 5), pesran je-ponh “(Of the Virgin), her name ‘life’” (All 
376), korban etepai pe oudoron pe “Korban, that is to say ‘it is a gift’ (Mc.7:l 1), ou pe 
peiranje-daimonion daimonionpepetsooun epetpos nhenmeris “What is this name (word) 
‘Daimonion’? ‘Daimonion* means ‘he who knows* or ‘he who allots’” (A I 391, offering 
two alternative etymologies 191 ), ou hoof pe sophia tsophia te thermeneia mparan “What 
does Sophia mean?” (“What is ‘Sophia?”) — “‘Wisdom’ is the interpretation of my 
name” (4 Mart. 108), osanna ounpepismou “Hosanna means ‘blessing’” (Catena 57; ou pe 
pbol nosanna osanna pe nahmn “What is the explanation of ‘Osanna’?” — “‘Osanna’ is 
(means) ‘save us!”’, Nicod.20), ereniromeos mouti epihotL.Je-kensos kata-taspi nteniro- 
meos“ The Romans call taxing‘census’, in the language of the Romans” (Catena 103; even 
a Greek particle is here translated into Coptic: menounge = oumeipe phai etarejof “You 
have spoken truly”, 145 ) i heterousios etepetsobepe hntefousia “‘heterousios’, that is to say 
‘he who is diverse in his essence’” (Wess.9 146c), messias ountaf-semasia snte aud 
pekhristos aud petseu iesous mmnthebraios pe psote nazara te taletheia Messias’ has two 
meanings, both ‘Christ’ and ‘He who is measured’; ‘Jesus* in Hebrew means (is) ‘redemp¬ 
tion’; ‘Nazara* means (is) ‘truth’” (Ev.Philippi, Labib 110). 


190 See shisha-halevy 1986:167f. for the double pe. 

191 Cf. Plato Cratylus 398B; Schol. ad II. a222(Dindorf 1 36),Etym. Magn. (Gaisford) 723, Orionis 
Thebani Etym . (Sturtz.) 43. 
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2.3.2. THE PN RHEMATIC (II): FOCAL PNS: POLEMIC/IDENTITIVE/PROCLAMATORY/ 
APOCRITIC NAMING 

2.3.2.1 A Focal-Polemic PN is predicated of a delocutive subject-pronoun in the 
delocutive Nominal Sentence pattern, which is of higher “Communicative Dynamism” 
(i.e., its rheme of a higher degree on the focality scale and its theme of weaker cotextual 
boundness than that of the copular pattern used for basic naming) in the following cases: 

(a) the PN is the final resolving constituent of an argumentative or antithetic configura¬ 
tion or one of doubt as to naming: idhannes pe pefran “John is his name” (Lc. 1:63, in the 
final word in argument as to the naming of Elisabeth’s newborn child), tote ansoun-tnesos 
je miUte pe pesran“Then we knew that M. was the name of the island” (Act. 28:1; i.e., not 
having identified it at first), daueid an pe pentafbok ehrai “It wasn’t David, namely the one 
who ascended...” (Act.2:34), oulamouspephran ntibaki nsorp “Ou. was the town’s name 
at first” (as opposed to its present name; Gen. 28:19), (“Those who deny, saying:) iesous 
an pe pekhristos “It is not Jesus who is Christ” (III 114). 

Obs . Cf. in Middle Egyptian the opposition “PN pw rn.k ” (CT V 236f.), with the 
topicaiizing “PN rn.k pw“ (CT VII 297f.), V5. “rn.fpw PN** (CT V 51e) 

(b) APOCRITIC naming — naming across the allocution-response delimitation — has 
macrosyntactic affinities with the polemic-focal role: see 2.3.2.2a. 

(c) It is very probable, that in the instances of ete-PNpe “which is X”, whether serving for 
alternative naming (above, 2.3.1.3) or for name-identifying an APP (below, 2.3.2.3b), the 
Nominal Sentence pattern in relative conversion is the endophoric “impersonal” one, 
e.g. the delocutive-theme one in which the theme pe refer back to the rheme determinator. 
If so, the theme is purely formal and the pattern has in effect the function of a sheer 
predication of a name , with an empty (functionally speaking “zero”) theme, comparable 
to a degree with an appositive “PN by name” (e.g. in Greek and other Indo-European 
languages). 

Obs . (1) Callender (1984:19), seeing “no difference in function” between legeon pe par an 
(Marc.5:9, see 2.3.2.2a b^w) and ...epefranpe ioseph (Lc.23:40), subsumes both under a 
single pattern (!) expressing “equation in its purest form”; this is unacceptable in point of 
fact as well as theory: the former is delocutive (cataphoric theme), apocritic in macrosyn¬ 
tactic function, the latter copular, in the “basic naming” role. 

Obs.{2) Compare in this context the complementary use of the formally marked, specific 
Cleft Sentence, focalizing a PN by thematizing and topicaiizing a verb form: mouses gar 
ethmeftihajdou nnihoout “It was Moses who walked before the men” (DVI 59), elias hof 
peethnasopi mprodromos “It is Elias who will be the precursor” (Catena 32). 


2.3.2.2 Naming in Dialogue 

(a) Apocritic or responsive naming (LOCUTIVE naming in the response substructure of 
the dialogue) is, in the microsyntactic extent, formally identical with the focal- polemic 
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construction. Macrosyntactically, it is to be seen as the final dependent constituent of the 
allocution + RESPONSE sequence, in retro-dependence upon the eliciting clause 
nim pe pekran/nim mtk “What is your name?” or ntk-nim “Who are you?” 192 ; its text- 
grammatical affinity with the focal-polemic type of predication, equally retro-dependent, 
is obvious. Heliaspeparan “Helias is my name” (4 Mart.95; the sequel, audpeikeouape 
pamoun “and this other, his name is Pamoun” neatly illustrates the switch to the 
non-focal rheme of the copular pattern correlated with the switch to delocutive state¬ 
ment), nim pe pekran isouben pe paran “What is your name?” “I. is my name” (AM II 
290), as pe pekran isak pe paran “What is your name?” “Isaac is my name” (Om.p.86), 
nim pe pekran boespepiran ettoi e/w “What is your name?” “B. is the name given to me” 
(AM II226), nim rntk legeonpe paran “What is your name?” “L. is myname”(Mc.5:9, v.l. 
“Legeon”, the name alone with no theme, a true zero-theme pattern). (“If you inquire 
after my name,”) lithargoelpe paran “L. is my name” (NHC VI 6). 

(b) The “basic” copular pattern (2.3.1.1) occurs more rarely as a expositive response- 
form, when it is unmarked for the responsive function: nim pe pekran paran etanaioti teif 
eroi hntsarks kata-pikosmospe isaakpiran etierpoliteuesthe nhetf pe khrestianos “What is 
your name? The name which my parents gave me in the flesh according to the world is 
Isaac; the name by which I live is Christian” (AM II83). However, this pattern is a usual 
locutive response-form for inquiries about identity rather than name information: 
nte-nim anok te hrouth “Who are you?” “I am Ruth” (Ruth 3:16), nthok-nim anok pe 
paulus “Who are you? — lam Paul” (AM II282), ntk-nim pjoeis anok pe iesous “Who are 
you, lord? — lam Jesus” (Act.9:5); for the delocutive response, see below. 

2.3.2.3 Identitive Naming patterns express incidental identification-by-name or 
eliciting/supply of onomastic information concerning text operators rather than the 
existential, text-organizing name-tagging elemental in narrative. 

(a) Inquiry/(response-) statement of situational-onomastic identification , allocutive or 
delocutive non-given named, non-phoric theme — “IDENTITY-BY-NAME” 

(I) # # ALLOCUTIVE pron + pe (appos.) PN #+ # LOCUTIVE pron + pe (non-phoric) # 
#: eie ntok pe azael anok pe “Is that you. A.? “Yes, it is” (“It’s me”) (2 Reg.2:20), me ntok 
an pe nikometes “Isn’t it you, N.?” (Theod.55), nto pe tekla “Is it you, T. ?” (4 Mart.57), 
ntok pe psote ehe anok pe “Is it you, Psote?” “Yes, it is I” (Psote 9), is ntok pesaoul “Is it 
you, Saul?” (1 Reg.28:12); (question:) aretenkote nsa-nim (answer:) iesous pinazoreos 
(Jesus says:) anok pe ‘“Who are you looking for?’ ‘Jesus the Nazarean’ ‘I am he”’ (Joh. 
18:5). 


192 Observe that sentences like ntk-nim ntok , significantly commutable with ang-nim anok (“Who 
are you anyway?” “Who am I anyway?”) and their delocutive alternant ( nim hoof pi) are not 
response-eliciting but rhetorical , the formal differentia specifica being the augens ntok/anok or 
the particle/augens Ad<5/(some exx. are Lc. 1:43, Act.7:27, Rom.9:20, DV II127 etc.). For some 
insightful observations on the syntax of naming-eliciting /is, see Apoll. Dysc. Syntax 1.122 
(also 1.119, 123, 125). 
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(II)#/W — pe #, in expositive monologue: mousis pe mn-helias “(they who fell upon 
their faces:) “Moses and Elias” (Zoega 246 p. 115. NB: mouses mn-helias pe ibid.), (“Who 
are the two men...?) enokhpe nem-elias “Enoch and Elias” (Mort.Jos.32), nim hoou ne 
nekeiote sartdn pe mn-ebion “Who are your fathers?” “Sarton and E.” (Om.p.170: 
contrast ne - in the noun-syntagm inquiry with the invariable pe in the PN response). The 
pattern in use here is doubtful: the theme seems to be non-phoric. The invariability of pe 
in this case is interesting, in view of the endophoric ne-lia te “It was Lea” (Gen.29:25, 
Boh. consensus; not attested in Sahidic, where Ciasca completes a lacuna apparently 
after the Boh.) Note, however, the following differences between the examples: (a) the 
different textual function (apocritic-dialogic vs. narrative); (b) the preterite conversion 
ne-, with its concomitant backgrounding characteristic pe. More exx. are obviously 
needed to reach a conclusion on this point. (A case like takha ephesos te tai “Can this be 
Ephesos?” [Leg.54] is different: this is patently a cataphoric-theme delocutive Nominal 
Sentence, with te in concord with the feminine demonstrative tai, itself exophoric, 
representing “this city” (polis, feminine): cf. [b] I, below. 

(b) Inquiry/(response-) statement of thematic onomastic information , delocutive given 
named-subject: “identity-with-NAME”: 

(I) #paipe (delocutive, cataphoric hence variable)iW # tai tenoemin “Is this N.?” (Ruth 
1: 19),pai pe aaron mn-mouses “That is, Aaron and Moses” (Ex.6:26f.), ntai an te bersabee 
“Is not this B.?” (2 Reg. 11:3). 

(II) # APP pe (copula, as a rule invariable) PN #, name-assigning: tsoni de nthobel pe 
neema “and Th.’s sister is N.” (Gen.4:22), psomt mmntre pe philippos mn-thomas mn- 
matthaios “The three witnesses are Philip, Thomas and Matthew” (PS 72), pihoueit pe 
ibhannespimah-2pe elias “The first is John, the second is Elias” (Catena 47), netantnnau - 
sou de netn ne klaudios ephebos aou oualerios biton mn-pkephortunatos “Those we have 
sent to you are: C. f E. and V. B., also F ” (Clem.124). This construction is hermeneuti¬ 
cally applied: p'sepe iesous “The wood is Jesus” (Rossi 2/3 62), or nkarpos nte-psen etanit 
pe iisous “The fruits of the good tree are Jesus” (Keph.20). 

(III ) U APP ete-PN pe #: psere Urn ete-abesalompe “the child A.” (2 Reg. 14:21 ),pekeiot 
eteibna pe “your father Jonas” (Catena 115, with the phrasal variant pekeiot iona, see 
2.2.2), ouspher nsocni ete-daniel pe “a counsel-friend, Daniel” (DV I 192) 193 , ouei ebol^ 
nhbtou easrhllo ete-maria tmagdaline te “one of them, aged, Mary Magdalene” 
(Om.p.16). 

(IV) A peculiar OT recording-historiographical (chronicling) pattern (Bohairic consensus 
and, insofar as the text is extant, Sahidic): # APP PN #: parkhon ntenenkeri n... PN “The 

leader of.is X” (e.g. Num.26:9:19), neriheri de niaphet gamer nem-agor nem-amakha 

“The children of J.: G. and A. and A.” (Gen.l0:2, see also Gen.35:23:24, Ex. 6:15:22:24 
etc. etc.) This construction probably reflects a Hebrew-Greek one, yet this hardly 
invalidates its status as a Coptic pattern, i.e. from the internal-descriptive point of view, 
all the more so since the nexal juxtaposition of two nominals has respectable precedents 
in all pre-Coptic phases of Egyptian. 


193 On the compatibility of this “pseudo-relative” (or conjunctional relative) construction with 
the indefinite lemma, see elanskaja 1960:40ff. 
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(V) # PN pe pet- + (verbal theme 194 ) U: ndaueid an pe pentafbok ehrai “He that ascended 
was not David” (Act.2:34): see 2.3.2.2a. 

Obs. Self-identification of a person by means of a complex or complete naming dossier 
involves the combination of several naming categories and patterns (Om. p. 158): 
asmoute eparanje maria “She called me Mary,” (name-assigning, Namengebung) 
tefsauouahmes je-mariham “which is translated ‘Mariam’” (translated naming) 
anok te maria tmakdaline “I am Mary Magdalene,” (self-presenting naming) 
etepran mpatime pe maktalia “the name of whose village is M.” (local naming) 
paran on pe maria ta-klebpa “My name is also ‘Cleopa’s Mary’” (identitive patronymic 
naming) 

anok te maria ta-iakobos “I am James’ Mary” (identification by son’s name). 

Identitive and basic naming are entwined in the metaphrastic, name-translating (1 
Reg.25:25 Drescher) katapefrean eretmntathet mmof etenabal pe epefran pe nabal 
katatmntathet etnmmaf pe “According to his name has he folly, which is Nabal. His name 
is Nabal according to the folly that is with him” (Drescher’s translation. The Greek has 
here only a basic naming construction: hoti kata to onoma autou houtos estin. Nabal 
onoma auto kai aphrosune met ' autou). 

(c) PNs are as a rule not predicated of interlocutive subjects 195 . The only two examples I 
am acquainted with (both allocutive) are: Mc.8:28 (Fayumic, ed. Chassinat) ntek- 
iohannes“You are John” and knasope an ce entk-iakobos an “You will no longer still be 
James” (NHC V 27, taking the second an to be for the modifier on; otherwise we have a 
contentually difficult double negation complex, “You will no longer not be James”; the 
sequel is “(but) you are rather ‘He who is”. The whole complex illustrates the suppletive 
future of the nominal sentence 196 ). Neither instance is a true naming predication (answer¬ 
ing an explicit or implicit “What is my name?”), both convey a definition OF 
essential identity (response to a “philosophical” query such as “who are you?”). 

Obs. 1 Demotic examples of a PN predicated in the interlocutive pattern (in ntk-Stne “Are 
you Setne?”, in ntk-Hrpa-Pnse “Are you Hor, Pnse’s son?”, Setne 4/27) corroporate the 
statement that this is not a naming predication, but call for identification of a person with 
a name already familiar. 

Obs. 2 The by now famous unique instance of a thematic delocutive pronoun (ntf-) in the 
interlocutive pattern is still a mystery as regards systemic significance (II Cor. 10:7, 

194 See POLOTSKY 1962: parr.8-10. 

195 ApolI.Dysc. Syntax 2.43: “The naming process cannot be applied in the first and second 
persons....”. Householder’s translation. I cannot see why the translator should find the text 
“puzzling, perhaps corrupt”; his observation (p.100), that “the application of a name for the 
sake of identification to whom we speak does not take place, since that is the function of the 
second person form...nor do we apply names to ourselves, since that reference belongs to the 
first person” is irrelevant, if we are to understand “naming” in its narrow sense of “Namenge¬ 
bung”, and inaccurate even if we take “naming process” to cover the various name- 
predication situation (pragmatic) and contexts (grammatical) discussed here in 2.3.2.2-2.3.2.3. 

196 shisha-halevy 1972:57ff. 
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kata-the en tf-pa-pekhristos anon-pdf boon “Just as he is Christ’s, we are His too”). It is a 
“delocutive projection” of ang-pa-pekhristos “I am Christ’s” (i ibid .), which may go some 
way towards explaining the phenomenon (the consensus in Sahidic (and Boh., ete nthof-) 
is still remarkable. A parallel and similar example is (A II257) ntof pdf mmin mmof" He is 
his own”, which must be however collated before it can be taken as evidence.) 


23.2.4 Proclamatory Naming, Self-Naming, Self-Introduction, Self-Identification 

(a) Text-initial self-identifying 44 signature 1 * naming in epistolary and documentary texts, 
with anok/anon “I/we” and/or a PN/PNs the actual text-opening segment. We encoun¬ 
ter several distinct constructions for this purpose, different in their dialectal (and idiolec- 
tal?), chronological and genre distribution — factors not yet entirely clear — as well as in 
the strength of their attestation. The two formal parameters characterizing these con¬ 
structions are (I) the structure of the presented constituent (PN or LOCUT1VE (first- 
person) PRONOUN + PN), (II) the structure of the presenting thematic (situation- 
defining) constituent (as a rule, verbal) which is circumstantial or relative in form, with a 
theme-topic/situation marker (pe or p-) present or absent; the minimal presenting 
constituent comprising a converted present form of the verb shai “write”. The personal 
categorization (obligatory, i.e. motivated) of the verb forms fluctuates between the 
pragmatic, freely selected locutive (1st persons) and the syntactic, grammatically condi¬ 
tioned delocutive (3rd persons); the exclusion of the allocutive is here absolute. (See 
2.4.3.Id for some text-functional aspects of PNs in epistolary texts). 

(1) LOCUTIVE PRONOUN + PN + circumstantial THEME 197 : “ anok X (mn-Y) + 
ei-/ef-/en-/eu-shar (e.g. VC 6, 25 36, Ostr.23, 35) 

(2) PN + circumstantial THEME: “X ei-/ef-/eu-shai" (e.g. VC 20, 81, Ostr. 49, 62, 181) 

(3) PN + [TOPIC/SITUATION-MARKER + circumstantial] THEME: “X pef-/peu-/tes-/neu- 
/nen-shai” (e.g. VC 48,60, Ryl. 193 etc.) 

(4) PRONOUN + (TOPIC/SITUATION-MARKEP] + PN + [circumstantial] THEME: 44 anok pe X 
ei/efshai” (e.g. BM 630, VC 115, AM II 137): this construction is especyally typical of 


197 See BIEDENKNOPF-ZIEHNER 1983:42ff. (I must take issue with the author when she takes ef- to 
be the Second Present ifra the PN to be the predicate; I would regard this as a presentative, 
text-preliminary statement functionally (and to a lesser degree formally, as this is in form a 
sub-pattern of the Coptic Cleft Sentence) akin to existential and basic-naming constructions, 
rather than a ‘ theme + rheme * text-advancing structure which must as a rule build on some 
text-initial basis. The verbal form is, I believe, circumstantial — other cases of presentative 
“Cleft Sentences” with circumstantial “ glose ” as presenting constituent come to mind (cf. 
BROWNE 1978, shisha-halevy 1986 par. 2.5) — and the PN the presented constituent. 
Incidentally, the unmarked focus constituency in the late pre-Coptic “participial statement” 
(BIEDENKNOPF-ZIEHNER 1983:179) includes pronouns and PNs, while the marked alternant 
(in- introduced vedette) seems to focalize APPs complementarily. (A very important formal 
opposition in Coptic — of different value in different dialects — is between the set of Cleft 
Sentence patterns with a topic-marking article-like morph opening the topic ("glose”: p-et- or 
p/t/n-et) and the topic-form et-\ in Bohairic, the latter form focuses non-p- determined APPs, 
PNs and various pronouns; in Shenoutean Sahidic, only personal pronouns. 


Fayumic Coptic or Fayyumicized sources. 

(5) PRONOUN + PN + relative THEME: “ anok Xetshai ” (e.g. AM II 129, VC 17,19,30, 
ShT 387) 198 . 

(6) PN + relative THEME: “X etshai " VC 70,87, Ostr. 173, 208, 231) 199 

(7) PN + [TOPIC/SITUATION-MARKER + relative THEME): “X pet-shai” (VC 46, ShT 
184,329,425). This construction is the one usual in literary Sahidic texts. 

(8) PRONOUN + PN + [TO PIC/SITU ATI ON-MARKER] + PN+ [relative] theme (rare): anokpe 
X etshai (Med.Habu 71) 

Obs.( 1) The PN can be text-initial — a pronoun is not obligatory as an opening segment 
(see MAYSER 1933:115f. for Greek, and cf. leumann-hofmann-szantyr 1965:412 for 
Latin), which is interesting in view of the obligatory mediating “independent” pronoun 
between suffix-pronouns and satellital PNs (2.2.2.3). 

Obs.( 2) The absence of an opening pronoun before PN pefshai and PN petshai is 
remarkable and perhaps not a coincidence, but relatable to the status of these construc¬ 
tions as well-established, distinct binary Cleft Sentence patterns (for the last, however, see 
Med.Habu 183 and 184). 

065.(3) Some marginal constructions: prepositional actor (i.e. sender) expressions: 
("para-PN" “hitootn PN PN", e.g. VC 8, Schutzbr.3,43); "PN sa-PN" (Mun.9285); 
"PRON/PN(tishai) je" (Ostr.257, ShT 378); addressee names (Ep.156,162,176,248). In 
graffiti , the significance of which as a revealing type of acte de parole is generally 
underestimated, the identification (1st person singular) is effected by PRON. + PN only, 
with the “writing” situational-subject constituent absent: anok PNslelejoi “I, X, pray for 
me” (e.g. Ep.637, 639, 645, 654, 665ff.) 

(b) Proclamatory royal divine , angelic self-introductory 200 ; identitive naming; opening or 
signing off divine dicta or royal decrees (dogmata). This construction is to a degree 
comparable to the epistolary opening formulae, of which it is a higher-register (sublime 
or high-authority) alternant: anok pe pnoute, anok pe pjoeis, anok pe adonai “I am 
God/the Lord/Adonai” (e.g. Gen.15:7, Ex.3:6, 6:6, Lev.l8:5, AM II 117), anok pe 
hraphael “I am Rafael” (Tob.l2:15), anok pe iskaratpouro nnibabuldnios nem-niperses 
nem-nimedos tierkeleuin “I, I., King of the Babylonians, Persians and Medes, do com¬ 
mand” (AM II 52, sim. 4 Mart. 114). 

(c) Allocutive self-introductory naming in dialogue: anok pe ioseph “I am Joseph” 
(Gen.44:3), anok pe iakobos “I am James” (Eudox.32ro) - resolving situations of doubt¬ 
ful identity. 

198 See polotsky 1962 par.9, shisha-halevy 1981a:322f., 1987. 

199 The grammaticality of "Apolloniosgrapho” is called in question by Apoll. Dysc. Syntax 2.46f. 
for reasons of concord “infringement” — yet again, the PN in subordination to the APP; the 
use in Coptic of the first-person pronoun as concord motivant is the norm. 

200 See shisha-halevy 1983:319ff. on the special (and to the best of my knowledge isolated) 
oxyrhynchite proclamatory/acclamatory pattern anak ete-pekhristos , ntak ete-petros “l am 
CHRIST ”, “You are PETER ”, which predicates the identity of pronouns with high- 
propemess nominals. 



108 The Proper Name Thematic 

2.3.3 THE PN THEMATIC 

It is a basic typological trait of “topic-prominent” Coptic that the thematic-topical 
pronoun, when subject to the predication of another pronoun, PN or noun syntagm, 
differs drastically (in form and placement) from the actantial-thematic pronoun in verbal 
predication; PNs share (in the “Nominal Sentence” pattern) in the relatively comprehen¬ 
sive paradigms of thematic demonstratives and noun syntagms. However, the non- 
actantial thematic PN (in the broadest catchment sense) is peculiar in its double semiotic 
face of abstract notional/generic name and concrete, high-specificity one, which is 
reflected syntactically: 

(a) The PN as a lemmatic “metaphrastic theme or topic” in a Nominal Sentence pattern, 
topicalized, resumed by the pron. theme pe; or (esp. in interrogative clauses) appositive to 
the cataphoric pron. theme pe; or a cotext-bound theme in a copular pattern (the copula 
_masculine/invariable pe); the Greek source has in these cases a zero-form (undetermi¬ 
nated) PN: iesous ouranpe efhep ‘“Jesus’ is a hidden name” (Ev.Philippi, Labib 104), ou 
pe apollo ou de pe paulos “What is (what means) ‘Apollo’ and what is (what means) 
‘Paul’”? (I Cor.3:5), ou hoofpe sophia “What is (what means) ‘Sophia’?” (4 Mart. 108), 
oueu pe klooole “What is (what means) ‘cloud’?” (Keph.240), oueupe parthenos e oueu 
ntafpe enkrates “What is (what means) ‘virgin’, and what is (what means) ‘continent’ ?” 
(parthenos here = the lemma ‘virgin’ and not, as Boehlig’s translation “jungfraeulich” 
implies, an attributive zero-article form of the noun; lazaros pe pnous “‘Lazarus’ is 
(means) the mind” (Shen.contra Orig.44), martha de on nem-maria pneumatikds pe 
tipsukhi nem-pisoma “‘Martha’ and ‘Mary’, taken spiritually, mean the soul and the 
body” (Catena 142 — note the familiar-definite copular predicates). 

Obs . The compatibility in nexus of a thematic PN and rhematic nim “who?” is as a rule 
rhetorical, i.e. non-response-eliciting, as marked also by added particles: nim hoof pe 
iesous “Who is Jesus anyway?” (DV11185), nim pe daueid “Who is David (anyway)?” (1 
Reg.25:10), nim pe senoute “Who is Shenoute (anyway)?” (A I 297f.). In this, the PN 
differs from the thematic interlocutive pronoun (see above, 2.3.2.2a), which needs a 
chracteristic (particle or augens) to resolve the opposition “response-eliciting vs. 
non-response-eliciting”. 

(b) The PN a non-lemmatic theme, appositively name-specifying the subject pronoun pe 
(which is cataphoric, and rfrotivated by the name-sex or by the number of names). The 
rheme is usually indefinite (an indefinite determinator + lexeme). The corresponding PN 
in Greek is determinated (definite): neouacren te elisabeth “She was barren, Elisabeth 
(Lc.l:7), ounoute an pe iesous “He is not a God, Jesus” (A I 379), ouromi nagathos ouoh 
nthaumastos pe iohannes “A good and wondrous man is he, John” (Catena 31), ouduna - 
mis te maria “Mary is a Power” (Om.p.168), ...eukbre sem pe daueid “he being a boy, 
David” (2 Reg.5:4). Note a whole pageful of indefinite descriptive-predicative characteri¬ 
zations of familiar names in the Manichaean Psalms (192): ouone mmargarites pe iisous 
...ousnte natnaine aras pe petros papostolos ounous efnast hnouer pe andreas pihatre ... 
“Jesus is a pearl-stone; Peter the Apostle is an unshakable foundation; Andrew the Twin 
is a mind how strong....” and so on. 

(c) The PN a cotext-bound theme in the copular Nominal Sentence: lazaros pe pnous 
“Lazarus is the intellect” (Shen. Contra Orig.419) 
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Obs . In a peculiar metaphrastic instance, combining the delocutive and copular Nominal 
Sentence patterns, the copula does show the feminine form te: keouape ekhamoth auo 
keoua pe ekhmoth ekhamoth te tsophia haplos ekhmoth te tsophia mpmou 
“‘Ekhamoth* and ‘Ekhmoth* are disparate (in meaning); Ekhamoth is (means) simply 
Wisdom, and ‘Ekhmoth’ is (means) the Wisdom of Death” (Ev.Philippi, Labib 108 — 
note again the definite copular predicate.) 


23.4 THE PN BOTH RHEMATIC AND THEMATIC 

Two PNs as constituents ol an identifying (equational) nexus are rare and restricted to 
special contexts such as herme neutical and magical-text exposition for alternative/addi¬ 
tional naming identification 201 ; the pattern in evidence is the copular “ Wechselsatz"(*>Y (i2 
or its glossing relative conversion: leui oun nte-alpheos pe mattheos pitelbnes “L. of A. is 
Matthew the publican** (Catena 86) t iesous pekhristos ete-ntok pe phaoba bakthanieT* Jesus 
Christ, that is you, P. B.” (Kropp G 56f.). 


2.4 TEXT-GRAMMATICAL ASPECTS OF PROPER NAMES: A BRIEF SURVEY 
2.4.0.1 Preliminary 

2 4.0.2 Issues of text-grammatical relevance raised in preceding sections 

2.4.1 Important textual function-segments or slots: 

2.4.1.1 in NARRATIVE: naming 

2.4.1.2 in DIALOGUE: naming, address 

2.4.1.3 in EXPOSITON: hermeneutics; reference to naming; titular superscriptions 
2.4.2 Important isolable text-typical cohesion contours and functions of PNs — major 
and componential reference chains: TEXTUAL building BLOCKS 

2.4.2.1 in narrative structure types 

2.4.2.2 in DIALOGUE structure types 
2.4.23 in EXPOSITION structure types 

2.43.1 Prominent junctural environments of a single (simple or complex) PN 

(a) Links: subsequent representation 

(b) Links : precedent representation 


201 Strawson’s “how can such a statement be informative?” (1974:60f.) reveals the formidable 
gap between aprioristic “linguistic logic’’ assertions and empiric grammar-linguistic ones. 
“Why are thou Romeo?”, rhetorical or not, is of course perfectly “informative” (with the 
PN-predication thematic in the sentential extent); and a sentence like (Div. Comm. 1.2.70) 

I son Beatrice che ti faccio andare”, even more complicated in its internal thematic structure 
(apparently combining a Clef Sentence with a proclamatory-identitive naming “predication”), 
would probably evade “logical” ciassifiction altogether (I am indebted to Prof. L. Cuomo for 
the second reference and the analysis). 

202 SHISHA-HALEVY 1984:184ff. 
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(c) Delimitations : introduction 

(d) Delimitations : reintroduction 

2.4 3.2 Important junctural environments of multiple PNs: 

(a) Links : representation 

(b) Delimitations : introduction 
(cM d ) Unintroduced name occurrence 

(e) L/flfo+ delimitations', “switching” representation, reintroduction, reference contours 
2.4.0.1 Preliminary 

(a) The following observations regard the textual properties of the PN, not from a 
textological-literary angle but from a grammatical one (although I am keenly aware of 
the compelling significance of the latter for the former and of the dim border-line between 
the two). Seeing that in the text-oriented approach to grammatical analysis (i.e. the 
Hjelmslevian “descending” analysis, which I fully endorse) “sentence grammar” has no 
special, let alone primary status of a point of departure or of reference (it is but a focusing 
on a subtextual unit with considerable informational-communicative importance, an 
in-between junctural stage that has, due to this logico-semantic significance, become a 
case of text-detached conventional universalistic abstraction 203 ), these paragraphs will 
also review points that have been discussed on preceding pages. However, I am in these 
sections concerned less with the analytic issues of systemic standing and signalization 
than with the more synthetic questions involved in the ways PNs are incorporated in the 
texture of a text and in its textemic (“text-typical”) features. Far from aiming even at a 
sketch “text-grammar of PNs” or even a text-linguistic appreciation of PNs 204 , what I 
have in mind here is pointing out the more immediately arising topics and problems of 
PN macrosyntax, discussing and illustrating some striking principles. Unfortunately, a 
truly text-oriented grammar for Coptic is even further removed from current research 
reality than a methodologically sound, structural “general” one: both seem as yet an 
ever-receding prospect. (Ideally, both should coincide in the shape of what is best of all, 
analytically speaking — a strictly text-based, “descending analysis” Spezialgrammatik . 

There textemic resolution, i.e. perception of different “grammars” for different textual 
types, would be a self-evident matter of data-base and not of progressive refinement.) 

The present overview urfes into consideration representatives of three important (if 
synthetic, “emic”) textual types: narrative (martyrologies, “legends”, hagiographi- 

203 I fully concur with the gist of Weinrich’s observations (weinrich 1969), to the effect that 
syntax must not be abridged into a “Satzlehre”, and that the equation of “syntax” with 
“macrosyntax” is so inevitable as to be banal. 

204 KALVERKAEMPER 1978:385-396. Curiously, this constitutes the last and briefest chapter of 
Kalverkaemper’s valuable work, which carries the name “Textlinguistik der Eigennamen , 
yet is in reality a comprehensive and at the same time selective grammatical view of the “North 
West European” (esp. German and French) PN. (In the main grammatical portion of the book 
— “morphosyntax”, pp. 164-300 — K. discusses determination and phrasal aspects of the PN.) 

Here is all we are offered in the way of truly macrosyntactic perspective, with a brief discussion ^ 

of introduction (389f.) and “substitution” (393f.) of PNs. See also harweg’s contributions in 

the Bibliography. Y 
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cal histories and the narrative components of rhetorical texts), DIALOGUE (compo¬ 
nents of martyrologies, passages in the Gospels, “non-literary” letters etc.) and expo¬ 
sition (as in rhetorical and hermeneutical texts). Without attempting here a full 
typology of textemes (a special and central text-linguistic pursuit 205 ), let me briefly 
describe the basic types that I shall have occasion to refer to below. DIALOGUE: ideally 
“ Wechselrede” or “alternating discourse” - interaction of several speakers, from a simple 
exchange to complex and potentially convoluted discussion. Dialogue consists most fully 
of two substructures, distinct in their grammatical repertories and systemes de valeur, 
though overlapping in part, as is the case with textemic resolution of grammar in general: 
ALLOCUTION and RESPONSE . Especially illustrative of theallocutive substructure of 
dialogue are LETTERS, instances of PRAYER and (to a degree) MONOLOGIC text- 
forms such as reports and rhetorical expositions (homilies, fables, allegorical “para¬ 
digms” etc.), all exhibiting the (al)locutive property superimposed on non-dialogic 
textemes, with the response substructure zeroed or missing, as the case may be. The 
marked responsive substructure is characterized by several formal features as “retrode- 
pendent”. narrative textemes are no more stereotyped or simple. The grammati¬ 
cally valid category of “legends” (Leg.) shows their rich potential complexity of structure 
and variability, and the “dialogic” narrative is even more complex. As instances of 
exposition, I treat here the instructive and idiosyncratic hermeneutical texts (Cat¬ 
ena), with their often revealing metaphrastic constructions, and of course the multifar¬ 
ious homiletic genre. 

(b) Two fundamental issues which must be mentioned at least at this junction concern 
first of all the definition of “text” as relevant to the question in hand. Obviouly, we take 
“text” to mean “the realization of a texteme in la parole ” — a grammatically special, 
homogenous and properly bounded sequence of linguistic signs or syntagmatic stretch, 
the prime object of linguistic description. (Thus, for instance, the “superscription” or 
title of a martyrology, a meta-textual mini-text on its own, well delimited bu several 
junctural-formal criteria, cannot be included in the analysis of the subsequent martyro- 
logical narrative; it is well delimited by several junctural criteria from the main body of 
the major martyrology). 

Secondly, the textual incidence of PNs: this is evidently distinctive, and is no doubt more 
subtly conditioned than just by considerations of literary “genre” as simply conceived. In 
the opening (following the title) of an encomium or panegyric, for instance, one waits for 
more than two pages before meeting with the first name (other the the pervasive and 
pivotal name of the subject of the rhetoric); in fact, rhetorical texts are sparing in PNs, 
even in their narrative stretches, except for “paradigmatic” extra-textual names such as 
those of Biblical personae, God, the Devil. PNs are even rarer, often non-occurring, in 
gnomic and “paradigmatic” texts and in preceptive ones; hierarchies of interpersonal 
relations in letters involves differences in using PNs or refraining from using them. 

A specimen investigation of two gnomic texts (Sap.Salom., Sir.) and a preceptive one 
(Can.Apost.) yields the following results, which I find illuminating: 

(1) (Sap.Sal.) No PNs as usually understood; however, a precisely structured hierarchy of 
“gnomic PNs” (determinator + “APP lexeme”) is observable instead, definable in the 


205 see guelich-Raible 1975,werlich 1975, harweg 1979:323ff. 
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first place by its determination commutabilities. This set is headed by tsophia “Wisdom”, 
with the expected pnoute , pjoeis, pdiabolos “God”, “(the) Lord”, “(the) Devil” and the 
“placenames” pair , “(the) Air”, pkosmos “(the) World” and pterf “(the) All”; then 
tagapi “Charity”, pmou “Death”, pekrof “Evil Guile” etc.; then the binary personal 
name sub-paradigm pdikaios “Righteous” and its antithesis (not necessarily in the 
language “lexicon”, but in this text'.), pasebes “Impious”. 

(2) (Sir.) Two binary-antithetic sets of personal “gnomic names” (psabe:pathet , pso- 
phosipsocj* Clever” : “Stupid”, “Wise” : “Fool”), the omnipresent “God” and “Lord”, 
beside a host of (unintroduced!) Scriptural names, personal ( abraham , nohe , Isaak, iakob , 
phinees , dathan mn-abiron, solomon etc.), ethnic (pisrael) and place names (sion, thierousa - 
lim> aermon). 

(3) (Can. Apost.) The lowest “properness level” of all three texts examined. Except for 
“Jesus”, “Christ”, “God”, and the names of the constituent of the Scriptures (lexemes 
determinated, personal names undeterminated: tgenesis, pexodos...idb, ioudith etc.), the 
only PN we find is extratextual — the compiler, klemes “Clemens”. On the other hand, 
this and other instances of the preceptual texteme (e.g. the “Vita Monachorum” chapters 
in Leipoldt’s Sinuthii Opera IV) are instructive of the distribution of the three main 
markings of GENERICITY in Coptic: see above, 0.4f. 

2.4.0.2 First, a checklist of some central issues of text-grammatical relevance raised and 
illustrated in preceding sections of this work: 

Anaphoric-deictic marking of PNs (reintroduction) (0.2.2c); 

PNs and address status (1.2); 

Coordination of PNs (2.1); 

APP — PN arrangement and its signifies (2.2.0.1.2); 

PNs expanding indefinite or deictic APPs (delimitations-name introduction or rein¬ 
troduction) (2.2.2.4c,d); 

Text-functional assignment of rhematic PNs (in Nominal SentenceX2.3.0.1); 

Existential naming, cataphoric naming (2.3.1.1); 

Focal naming (2.3.2.1); 

Apocritic naming (2.3.2.2); 

PNs in apposition t<^ personal pronoun (boundary signal) (2.2.2.3h); 

Proclamatory self-naming, epistolary name-introduction (2.3.2.4). 


2.4.1 Some important textual function-segments or slots (see below, 2.4.2-3 for discussion 
and illustration): 

2.4.1.1 In NARRATIVE 

(1) Name introduction : basic (existential) naming; obstinate and non-obstinate naming; 

| (2) Name representation ; 

(3) Name re-introduction (“reassertion”); 

(4) Narrative-to-dialogue “seam” boundary markers. 

\ 
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2.4. 1 .2 IN DIALOGUE. The relative paucity of directed or locutive PNs in mid-discourse is 
striking and distinctive; the interlocutive (lst-2nd person) pronominal reference is 
overruling. The PN is either an address (allocution) or delocution object , when it is 
supplied with signals peculiar to each status. •* 

(1) NAMING: in allocution. Naming inquiry (see 2.3.2.3b), eliciting a naming response; 
addressed naming; self-naming (proclamation, self-introduction: see 2.3.2.2), not elicit¬ 
ing response. 

(2) naming: in response . Self-naming (see 2.3.2.2); naming information. 

Illustration: 

ADDRESS pn: (dialogue-opening:) khere abba isaak “Greetings, Abba Isaak”(AM II 
74). (Attention-drawing:) samouil pasire “Samuel, my son!” (1 Reg.3:16), isaak neksaji 
mmetsoc natiheu nak an “Isaac, your stupid words will not profit you” (AM II 83). 
(Directed speech:) hnoumou knamou akhimelekh “You will indeed die, Achimelech!” (1 
Reg.22:16). 

(Imperative:) saje nmmai hook 6 kolouthos "You too speak to me, K.!” (4 Mart.27), 
akrippita kho ebolmpliri mpouro “A., let the King’s son go!” (Theod.57). 
(Divine-sphere allocution:) “de haut en bas”: georgios paalou...d pamerit georgios 
“George, my child ... O my beloved George”, georgios hippe tier-keleuin nak tonk ohi 
eratk “George, behold I command you, arise, stand up!” (AM II 215,217), iohannis 
iohannis ho erok ekrimi “John, John, have done weeping!” (AM II 106). “De bas en 
haut”: pacois iisouspkhristosari-boithin eroi “My Lord Jesus Christ, help me...”... titobh 
mmokpaouropkhristos...eketi-jom mpekbok theodoros “I beseech you, Christ my King... 
may you give strength to Theodore your servant” (AM II 150f., Th. praying), marefi 
nje-peknai ehrii ejon nem-anok ha-pekbokgeorgios “Let your mercy descend on us and on 
me, your servant George” (AM II214). (Exclamation:) pasire abisaldm abisaldmpasere 
“My son, Absalom! Absalom, my son!” (2 Reg.l8:33) 

(3) DELOCUTION (in the allocution or response substructures) is of special interest, 
with two striking contextual situations formalized: (a) the name has a formal deictic 
marking: pai je-PN: e.g.“Tell me oumou nas nriti petlse ethre phai je-iakobos mou nhitf 
“What death is this James to die?”(AM II 34f.).(b) The name without deictic characteri¬ 
zation, assumed as familiar 206 : the name alone or in phrasal junction with an APP 
interlocutively referred (e.g. by possessive relationship, “my-”, “your-”). Consider for 
example the name abraham in Jesus’s heated debate with the Jews (Joh. Chapter 8, 
quoting from Quecke’s edition of Cod. Palau Ribes): 

(THE JEWS:) 

(1) anon-pesperma n-abraham, peneiot pe abraham abraham afmou, a-abraham nau 
erok “We are Abraham’s offspring”, “Abraham is our father”, “Abraham died (is 
dead)”, “Abraham saw you” 

(2) mi ntok enaaak epeneidt abraham “Are you greater than our father Abraham?” 
(JESUS:) 

(1) ntetn-pesperma nabraham , (ene-)ntetn-nMre nabraham “You are (/were you) 

206 A typical case of allocutive presupposed familiarity with name-identity. (Compare the “oracu¬ 
lar conference” in Late Egyptian (shisha-halevy 1981b: for instance n3 N ht “Is it Nakht?’\ 
or nsy-sw Ms “It belongs to Mes?”; similarly, even pronominal reference is here “exophoric”: n 
bn-!w.f r dbw.f n.s “Won’t he return it to her?” 
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t Abraham's offspring”, 

is iZnetetnar-nekbeue nabraham “ You would do Abraham’s works” ,3% 
%mpe-abraham r-pai “Abraham did not do this” ' 

empate-abraham lope anok tiloop “Before Abraham existed, I have been in 
? existence” 

1(2) abraham de petneiot aftelel “Abraham your father rejoiced”. 

NB: Abraham, assumed to be familiar (in keeping with the absence of introduction and 
with thematic and actor-actantial status in nexus) is the topic of the interlocution. The 
two^asymetric interpersonal alignments of the dialogue are: 

(The Jews:) ABRAHAM — we — YOU 
(Jesus:) ABRAHAM — YOU — I, 

with Abraham obviously closer to the Jews’ node of the dialogue than to Jesus’s. 

Ob$. Compare the delocutive reference in this text to the second patriarchal topical 
figure, namely Moses, which, unlike “Abraham”, is not the pivot of a argumentative 
dialogue. In Jesus’s locutions, Moses is always actantial in one way or another (unmarked, 
7:22; focalized, 7:19, actantial appos., 5:45; actantial “possessor”, 7:23), while in the 
Jews* argument we find adjecently : anon de anon-mmathetes mmouses But we, we are 
Moses’s disciples” (9:28) and a pnoute laje mn-mouses “God spoke with Moses”(9:29). 


2.4.13 EXPOSITION: (1) hermeneutics (metaphrastics): naming,name-representation, 
lemmatization of PNs; see below, 2.4.2c. 

(2) Titular superscription : protagonist and auxiliary (background) naming; renaming, 
extrinsic naming (of author, scribe, orator...); representation. See 2.4.2c. 


Important isolable text-typical cohesion contours and functions of PNs — major and 
&wnponential (macro- and micro-) reference-chains: TEXTUAL BUILDING BLOCKS. 

2.4.2.1 In NARRATIVE 

The vital first distinction is between DELOCUTIVE narrative and LOCUTIVE narrative 
(report), in which the operators are the reporter, audience and “delocutive world” and 
which features such typically non-narrative phenomena as emphasis (in Coptic, the 
Second Tenses and other focalization patterns), dialogic particales, attitudinal modifiers, 
interruptions, parentheses and interpositions, even straightforward allocution (such as 
addresses to the audience: “believe me”, “just imagine”...). Different yet to a degree is 
RHETORICAL narrative (cf. the so-called “Erlebte Rede” 207 ). 

(1) DELOCUTIVE narrative: 

(I) The initial “launching” macro-chain, initial in a text or subtext: 

EXISTENTIAL : neuen-ourome deebol hn-arimathaeim epefran pe elgana...auo paineuen- 


207 WEINR1CH 1977:177fT. with reff. 


taf mmau nshime snte pran ntoui mmoou pe annaaubpran ntmehsnte pe phenanna phenanna 
de neounts-Sire mmau...prome de elkana, ... “There was a man of A. whose name was E.... 
and he had two wives: the name of the first was A., and the name of the second was Ph.; 
and Ph. had children...; and the man E...” (1 Reg.l:l-2). NON-EXISTENTIAL: abesa- 
lom plere ndauid ausone sope naf enese-hras emate epesran pe thamar “A., David’s son, 
had a sister who was very good-looking, whose name was Th.” (2 Reg. 13:1). 

(II) The (expanded) clause extent (micro-chain): 

a-iesous ouosb pejaf nau “Jesus answered (and) said to them...” (Joh.7:21), unmarked 
thematic actantial position — basic nominal junctural environment, aftonf nje- 
diokkletianos “He arose, Diocletian” (Theod.55): actantial position marked for pro- 
noun//noun isolation (the actant theme represented pronominally only in the pro-verb + 
lexeme verb syntagm). 

a-iakob afhol “Jacob, he went...” (Gen.33:17): closer topicalization contour. 
philippos de afol ebol “and Philip, he cried out...” (DV I 29), theodoros de hbf afholmef 
“and Theodore, for his part, hurried” (Theod.48): opener topicalization contour, often 
also otherwise marked for macrosyntactic dependence. 

(eti oun efasi epise) is piagios theodorospistratelates apekhristos ouorp sarof “As he was 
still hanging on the tree, St. Theodore, Christ sent unto him” (Theod.59): superordinated 
topicalization (note the superordinating function of is here 208 pje-... pejaf nci “said X”: 
narrative/dialogue seam, see below, 2.4.3.2c. 

(III) In the (sub)text extent (macro-chain), we find mutually opposed two main kinds of 
cohesion, namely repetitive and pronominal-referential . (The latter comprises several 
sub-constructions of closer and opener reference and is almost excluded for placenames , 
for which the opposition is therefore virtually neutralized). The balance and interplay of 
the two is partly dependent on the degree of interference of two (or more) PNs, the first 
type being essentially a delimitation, a relatively major subtextual houndary signal, the 
second a graded set of links within units bounded by the first. The individual “contour of 
contours” in a text is its grammatical (and literary-stylistic) characteristic, a “partiture” 209 . 
The contours vary according to certain parameters, of which the theree main ones are the 
subset of PN (personal-unmarked, divine, royal personal-unmarked, divine, royal 
personal *iame, placename, etc.), the textual genre as grammatically relevant; the 
textological hierarchy of the PN. The initiation of the macro-chain may b c formally 
naming or abrupt (unintroduced, in presupposed familiarity) occurrence of the PN: # # # 

neun-ourome de nrmmao hntpolis # epefran pe philippos # # pai de neurmmao emate pe . 

“There was a rich man in town, whose name was Philip // and this (man) was very rich” 
(Freer 159f.), neun-ourome de mpmhit nsmoun hnoutoou je-pousire epefran pe paese # # 
pai de eneurome nagathos peefeire nhennoc mmntnaUU aubprome etmmau neuntf-ounoc 
nheperesia hmpeikosmos “There was a man in the north of Shmoun in a hill called 
Pousire whose name was Paese // he (lit. ‘this one’) was a kind man, doing many acts of 
charity//and this man had a great household in this world...”, iesouspleri nnaue afiri on 
nhannisti mmeini ... pairiti on samouil piprophetes nem-ilias nem-eliseos “Jesus son of 
Naue, he too did great signs... thus also Samuel the Prophet, and Elias, and Elisaeos...” 
(DV I 12). 


208 See shisha-Halevy 1984b. 

209 Cf. weinrich 1975. 
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(2) L0CUTIVE narration (report) combines lst-person alternants of historical narrative 
constructions with such constructions (note especially the interruptions of narrative) as 
are usually encountered in discursive and even rhetorical contexts: aier-Spheri anok 
je-anok-nim anok “I was amazed, myself, for who am I anyway?” anok de henpjinthrisd - 
tem enai, 6 pacdis f a-tajom ojer “But I hearing this, O my lord, my strength froze”, 
if e-pekoujai b kuristratelatesaisotem eusme emphnaumpiouoini... “By your health, O lord 
General, I heard a voice at dawn...” (Theod.62-5), asSopi mmoi anok beniamin pielakhis - 
tos “It happened to me, I, Benjamin the least” (DV I 79), pejei anok theodoros “Said I, 
Theodore” (AM I 48). 

(3) The “rhetorical quality” is so to speak mapped onto delocutive or locutive narration 
as an extreme degree of the discursive factor characterizing the locutive narrative, with 
certain markedly expository phenomena; this is no longer “chronicling” historical 
narrative, but a variegated, figured patchwork of textemes. Although this special textual 
type, as also rhetorical grammar in general, must be further and closely investigated, 
there is an overpowering impression of a lower predictability of cohesion contours, of a 
high incidence of naming discontinuations and digressions and subsequent reintroduc¬ 
tions and of a tendency to repeat whole “modular” phrasal combinations of APP+ PN 
rather than the PN on its own. Specific literary instances illustrating these characteristics 
and the high variability of this genre are homilies, encomia, panegyrics, pastoral epistles 
and the like, featuring paradeigmata (where PNs are absent or very rare; e.g. Ill 96f.) and 
tropology in general; affect us, indignatio etc.; dialogismos (e.g. Chass.l9fT.); aposiopesis 
and so on. 


2.4.2.2 In DIALOGUE, one must (as suggested) distinguish between the ALLOCUTIVE and 
RESPONSIVE (apocritic) grammatical substructures, with a second, ternary opposition of 
locutive: ALLOCUTIVE: delocutive PN-reference cutting across the basic textemic 
one. 

(a) allocution: 

LOCUTIVE (=locutiveiy referred to) PNs: self-identifying, self-naming, name-specifying 
the 1st person (the locutor; see 2.3.2.4): mpherkhat anok ha-pekbok theodoros “Do not 
leave me behind, me, your servant Theodore!” (Theod.36), anokpe theodorospekleri “It 
is I, Theodore your son” ('pjeod.39), dioskoros pekbok etshai iapefcois theodoros “It is 
your servant Isidore writing to his lord Theodore” (Theod.42, epistolary self- 
indentification). 

ALLOCUTIVE (addressed) PNs \Khere-abba isaakpirdmi eterphorin mph nouti “Greetings, 
Abba Isaak, the man who has God in him” (AM II 74), 6 akkripita kho ebol mpsiri 
mpouro “O A., let the king’s son go” (Theod.57), 6 theodoros ksooun mmoi je-anok-nim 
“O Theodore, you know who I am” (Theod.69), isaak neksaji mmetsoj nati-heu nak an” 
Isaak, your stupid words will not avail you” (AM II 83). Invocation elements of the 
PRAYER texteme exhibit especially long-winded, ornate, elaborately rhetorical chains of 
allocutive PNs: pacois iesous pekhristos “my lord Jesus Christ” (with the possessive 
grammatically conditioned), phnoutiphi etioi mbdk naf isjen-tametkouji la ehoun etenou, 
phai on eisop nnaihisi ethbe-pefran ethouab ekejouit ejen-tekekklisia ... “God [He whose 
servant I have been since my childhood until today. He for whose sake I am undergoing 


these tribulations], may you look upon your Church...” (note the typical delocutive 
cohesion); “ paouro pekhristos ... eketi-jom mpekbok theodoros” “Christ my King... may 
you strengthen your servant Theodore” (coreferent with ‘me’) (AM II 7,33,150). 
DELOCUTIVE (= delocutively referred to) PNs: is theodoros aft “Look, Theodore the 
Eastern has come” (Theod.47): note that is here has a deictic value, totally different from 
its superordinating narrative function (see above, 2.4.2a), ioannespturon pe ia-keouaipe 
“Is it John the recruit or someone else?” (Theod.36): pe is a formal theme: see 1.1b and 
2.3.0.10; nim holds pe diokkletianos “Who is Diocletian anyway?” (Theod.140), a non- 
response-eliciting question. 

(b) (allocution +) RESPONSE: # tt cudoxia eudoxia # eisheete anok pajoeis ## 
“Eudoxia! Eudoxia!” “Here I am, my Lord!” (Eudox.35), # # samouelpasere # eisheete 
anok tisotm # #. “Samuel, my son!” “Here I am: I am listening” (1 Reg.3:16), # # nim pe 
pekran ti par an eta-naioti teif eroi hen-tsarx kata-pikosmos pe isaak piran etierpoliteuesthe 
nhetf pe khrestianos U tt “What is your name?” “My name, which my parents gave me in 
the flesh according to this world is Isaac; the name which I live by is ‘Christian’” (AM II 
83); # # nim pe pouran # ang-oukhrestianos ang-ouhmhal nte-pnoute pasoter panumphios 
nsabe...auo sophiape paran # # “What is your name?” “I am a Christian; I am a servant of 
God, my Saviour, my wise Bridegroom ...and Sophia is my name” (4 Mart.l07f.), # # 
ennaeton ne # apa senoufe pe ebol hnmpaiat # # “Whence are they?” “It’s Apa 
Shenoufe, of Empaiat” (ibid. 94), # # erejo mmos je-ou heppe is ioannes pibaptistes aftonf 
ejon # nim hof pe ioannes me pseri an pe ntihello nacren elisabet phai etafer-pefseu terf 
hiplafe...U # “What do you say? Here has John the Baptist arisen against us” “Who is 
John anyway? Isn’t he the son of that old barren woman Elisabeth, the one who spent all 
his life in the desert?” (DV I 33). 

(c) EPISTOLARY ALLOCUTION, being in many regards special, calls for some more 
detailed attention on allocutive grammar (the following refT. are all to Ep.): 

(1) INTERLOCUTIVE DELIMITATIONS: the naming identifications of the two text ope¬ 
rators, viz. addresser and addressee (as a rule paired together — an important and 
distinctive trait) are boundary signals, yet text-extrinsic rather than text-introductory 
(text-final instances are 131*162,163). The special pragmatics of this act of speech 
motivate the variation in forms of identification; see above, 2.3.2.4. Some additional 
representatives follow: 

(145) anok daueidpeelakhistos ettolma etshai napefmerit neiot apa isak “It is I, David the 
least, that dares and writes to his beloved father Apa Isaac”. 

(131, final) taas mpamerit neiot...apa epiphanios hitn-kostantinos pielakhistos “To be 
given to my beloved father...from Constantine the least” 

(437) philoxenos mn-zael mn-paulos “Philoxenos, Zael and Paul”. 

Absence of identification, too, proves the overrule of linguistic explicitness by pragmatic 
situation clarity. 2,0 

(140) “I have received your holiness’s writing”, (295) “See, for the sake of the Son of God, 
send the solidus”, (233) “Be so kind, come!”, (512) “I have not understood what you 
want”. 


210 shisha-halevy 1981b (esp.!40f.) 
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Obs. Internal (“topical”) boundary signals are epei , epeita , or mnnsds (roughly ”and 

then...”, see letters 216,223. * 

•" - 

(2) Epistolary INTERLOCUTIVE LINKS bring home the strength of the obstinacy of 
the interlocutive relationship situation, which cancels any functional value of interlocuti- 
ve/delocutive pronominal fluctuation or “conlicts” (special reference features special to 
epistolary syntax are known from pre-Coptic Egyptian 211 ): 

(107) anokpielakhistos biktor efshai nidhannes mn-enokh mn-andreas neneiote ”1, Viktor 
the least, (he) writing to John and Enoch and Andrew our fathers. 

(287) anok psan eishai mpefmerit nsan “I, Psan, (I) writing to his beloved brother”. 

(114) taas mpaeiot hllo hitn-pkolpeksere “To be given to my father Hilo, from Pkol your 
son . 

(3) Special cliche-like lexical representation of the operators: 

ADDRESSEE: 

tamnt-elakhistos “my leasthood” (178,477), 

I tamnt-Sere “my sonship” (462), 

i ADDRESSEE: 

tek-/tetn-mnt-joeis neiot “your (sgl./plur.) Lord Fathership” (163), 
tetnmnt-eidt “your(plur.) Fathership” (178), 
tek-mnt-son “your (sgl.) Brothership” (285), 
tek-mnt-ref-lmle-noute “your (sgl.) Piety” (285), 
tek-agape “your (sgl.) Charity” (274). 

(4) INTERLOCUTIVE SUB-DELIMITATIONS: “direct discourse” quoted in mid¬ 
letter, shows an inverse interlocutive system, using the 1st (not ^addresser but =addres- 
see) or 2nd (=addresser, not =addressee) persons : 

(167D aicjoof je-] ka-pason enfei “(You said:) ‘Let my brother go!’” 

[kata-thentakjoof je-] epason eipnoute r-pefna “(As you said:) ‘Should my brother go, 
God have mercy on him !”’ 

(168) [akjoos nai je -] ektancn-son efr-khma ekjoof nai “(You said to me:) ‘If you Find 
some needy brother, you will send him to me’”. Consider also numbers 253, 286, 455. 

(5) DELOCUTIVE SUB-DELIM^TIONS . Topicalization of delocutive “names”: 
(180) etbe-pson paulos, afei ebol “Concerning Brother Paul: he went out”, 

(218) etbe-pson andreas eispnoute aftacs ... “Concerning Brother Andrew: behold, God 
ordained...”. 

(6) Formally unmarked DELOCUTIVE topical figures (not including the usual names of 
intertextual familiarity, such as “God”, “Christ” etc.) are assumed to be mutually 
familiar to the operators: 

(107) “...the way our Father Isaac cried...”, (148) “...Ezekiel’s lies...”, 

(162) “...our parents’ inheritance which Colluthus has seized”, (165) “Be so kind and 
request from my Lord Father that he write a letter to Master Elias regarding Abraham s 
cattle”. 

211 Cf. COUROYER 1977. 


2.4.3.1 Prominent juncture environments and boundaries of a single (simple or complex) 

PN 212 : 

(a) Links : SUBSEQUENT REPRESENTATION 213 

General observations . (1) The vague general impression, as if PNs are more or less 
automatically represented by pronouns is inaccurate; there are several other substitution 
possibilities. (2) The representability of a PN by any other means than by itself (i.e. by 
reiteration) is a graded property of the name: consider, for instance, the relatively low 
representability of divine names (e.g. iesous) or, with a different significance, placenames; 
or the obstinate representation of phrases such as parkhangelos mikhael “Archangel 
Michael” by itself; however, it is also a textual variable, i.e. overruled in turn by the 
specific text-junctural contour. (3) The phoricity of a PN is low, compared with the 
special phoric pronominals and delocutive “pronouns”, similar to that of interlocutive 
pronouns; whence the special interest of their linkage and peculiar linking constructions 
(in delocutive situations, for instance, the syntagm “personalpronoun + PN ” serves as 
link \“paije- + PN ” or “PN etmmau" or “prome+ PiV” are three of several anaphoric PN 
constructions; and so on). (4) A basic distinction to be made when charting, classifying 
and grading the formal means of representation syntax 214 is between dialogue and 
non-dialogue. In the former case, the substitution is complex, being concurrently para¬ 
digmatic and syntagmatic, correlative-alternating (between the interlocution operators) 
and linear; in the latter, rather amorphic grouping of textemes, syntagmatic-linear only. 
NB: in the following table, “representation” means “substitutional reference equivalence 
subsequent to introduction (first occurrence). “Suffix, independent pronoun”: in narra¬ 
tive, delocutive or locutive (the latter in locutive narrative); in dialogue, locutive or 
allocutive; imperative forms are considered as marked for allocutive personal reference 
of this kind. “Determinator”: definite article or demonstrative. “Representing lexeme”: 
a semantically low-loaded lexeme (“man”, “woman”, “child”, “(a) holy one”, “deacon”). 

212 For the terminology. See ROSEN 1964; on Coptic juncture, shisha-Halevy 1986:160ff. 

213 SeeHARWEG 1968,1970,1971band 1979 on the problematics and phenomenology, insightful, 
detailed and extensive. 

214 SeeHARWEG 1979 Chapter 1,263ff. etc.; kalverkaemper 1978:236ff. Callender's treatment of 
Coptic “pronominalization” (1984:55ff.) deserves to be mentioned here, not because it offers 
any insight or even contribution to understanding the functioning of pronouns, but as an 
example symptomatic of the sorry plight of actual Coptic linguistics. What we are offered is a 
travesty of a descriptive statement, in four parts: (1) a “principle of obligatory pronominaliza- 
tion“, (2) a “corollary principle” (to the effect that) “if such pronominalization does not take 
place and the appropriate noun phrase occurs instead, then this noun phrase is interpreted as a 
reference to a different identity”, (3) an “alternative to pronominalization” (namely, repeti¬ 
tion of the noun to avoid ambiguity), (4) “in environments of obligatory pronominalization, 
second occurrences of a noun phrase can only refer to the same entity if they are accompanied 
by some deictic modifier” — of which only (2) is acceptable in terms of methodological 
approach to analysis (signalling, “decoding” account; (1) and (3) are generative, (4) is a blend 
of both directions of statement). One wonders what can possibly be meant by “obligatory” in 
(1)! The issue as explored by a “philosopher of language” (bosch 1983) does not involve PNs 
at all (“Peter”, “John”, “Franz” are all “NP”s or “masculine nouns”). Although the primacy 
of the PN, even on his own terms, is unmistakable, Bosch offers no special discussion. 
(Unfortunately, European Structuralism is left out of the exposition altogether: see Bosch’s 
n.l). 
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ngn-dialogic syntax:Syntagmatic representation 


(pronoun) 

suffix pronoun 
(higher linkage, unless 
pattern-conditioned) 

(determinator) 

(-) 

(PN) 

demonstr . + PN 
(higher linkage) 

demonstrative pron. 

demonst.pron. * represAexeme demonstr. je- PN 

(lower linkage) 

(lower linkage) 

(lower linkage) 

def article* represAexeme 

PN etmmau 


* etmmau “-there” 

(lower linkage) 

(lower linkage) 

lexemic pronoun 

def article + represent.lexeme 


(lower linkage or 
pattern-conditioned) 

(lower linkage) 


lexemic pron.* PN 

def article * repres . 

(repeated) PN 

(lowest linkage) 

lexeme* PN 

(lower linkage) 

(lowest linkage) 

DIALOGIC SYNTAX: PARADIGMATIC 

REPRESENTATION 

(pronoun) 

(determinator) 

(PN) 

(a) constant lst-2nd person 

def article* fexeme(addressed 

allocutive PN 

alternating reference frame 

or appositive; conditioned 
determination) 



def article* etmmau 

2nd-person pron*PN 


“the one there” 

(allocutive. 


(e.g. Joh.5:46) 

“singling out”) 
Ist-person pron*PN 
(locutive) 

(b) suffix-pronoun, lexemic 

demonstrative (* lexeme) 

delocutive PN 

pron., demonstrative pron. 


demonstrative je-PN 


Exx.: (1) narrative (discarding at this stage phrasal complexities): anok paese 
aiitortr emate “But I, P., was greatly disturbed”, nthof men iona aferpedeuin mmof 
nje-phnouti “But him, Jonas, God chastised” (DV II 42), phe etshouort de erodes a 
psatanas moh nnefmelos tirou pejaf mpimakarios ibannes... “But the accursed Herod, 
Satan filled all his members; he said to the blessed John...” (DV I 35), (piagios theodoros 
pistratelates “St. Theodore the General”) nthof hdf afhoteb mpidrakon “He, for his part, 
slew the dragon” (Theod.4), Helias aikotf aitnnoouf epsoma nidannis pbaptistis...abra- 
ham ntofmn-isaak mn-iakob aiko nau ebol nneunobe terou “Elias I sent to the body of John 
the Baptist... Abraham, for his part, and Isaac and Jacob, I forgave... all their sins” (PS 
351), (neun-ourbme de mpemhit nimoun hnoutoou je-pousire epefran pepaese “There was a 
man in north Shmoun on a hill called Pousire, whose name was Paese;) tipai de eneurbme 
nagathos pe efeire nhennoc mmntna mnnenheke # auoprbme etmmau neuntfounoc nhepere- 
sia hmpeikosmos “And he (‘this one’) was a kind man, doing great acts of charity for our 
poor; and this man had a big household in this world” (4 Mart.33), (The elder daughter s 
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name was Hilaria, the younger’s was Theopiste;) # # tnoc de nieere mprro neun-ounoc 
nrooui hijos “and the older daughter of the king had a great worry. .. ” (Leg.2), (She went up 
to a godly deacon whose name was Theodore) # afouoifnas nci-pdiakonos je ... U ...and he, 
the deacon, answered her saying... (Leg.4. Note that the deacon, although explicitly 
named earlier in the text [“Theodore”] and not assumed to be intertextually familiar, is 
never mentioned by name subsequently. This is typical and indeed definitive of minor 
textological operators). 

(2) dialogue: isaak piromi eter-phorin mphnouti “Isaac, the man who has God in 
him!”(AM II 74), oupetinaaif mphaije-ioannespirefti-oms, je-folintot nnaipsukhe “What 
shall I do to this John the Baptist, for he takes these souls from me” (DV I 19) tonk 
maienak eibannes pireftioms ouprophetes gar pe ouoh matamof ehob niben etaerodes 
pekson aitou nak “Arise, go to John the Baptist — for he is a prophet — and tell him all 
that Herod your brother has done to you” (DV 131), maienak nkholem ntekiol nhob niben 
etiop mphilippos nefbok nem-nefboki pefnoub nem-pefhat “Go quickly and take every¬ 
thing that belongs to Philip: his male and female slaves, his gold and his silver” (DV 124), 
maienoten nem-pairomi je-philippos etgalilaia ntetenjos n-erodes pieri n-erodes pitetrark- 
hes je nai ne etefjo mmoou nje-ioannes pieri nzakharias pioueb “Go you with this man 
Philip to the Galilee and say to Herod the son of Herod the tetrarch: Thus says John, the 
son of Zacharias the Priest’” (DV I 32); ounocpepnoute napapaese “Great is the God of 
Apa Paese!” (4 Mart.72). 

(3) Of special interest is the non-pronominal representation of single COMPLEX PNs, 
i.e. names in phrase with one or two APPS (as titles, vocation, status/function appellati¬ 
ons) 215 . The following three main parameters appear to be operative, conditioning the 
form of representation: (a) narrative vs. dialogue, with (b) the address 
(response) mode a sub-parameter of dialogic syntax and (c) the narrator’s/locutor’s 
attitude towards the named: approval, reverence or praise vs. disapproval, con¬ 
tempt or dislike are two polar marked attitudes most common in the genres here 
examined. The former tends to be expressed by maintained complexity in narrative 
representation (thus giving the impression of full reiteration or variation rather than 
representation), the latter to use the “bare” name brusquely “peeled” of its lexemic 
phrasal environment. 

pikouji nalou theodoros/pikouji nieri theodoros/pikoujinalou/phe ethouab theodoros “the 
little child Theodore” “the little boy Theodore” “the little child” “the holy Theodore” 
(Theod.24ff.); DIALOGUE: theodore/pencbis theodoros “Theodore”, “ourLord Theodore ” 
phagios apa inoufe/ppetouaab apa inoufe/pmakarios apa inoufe/apa inoufe “the Saint 
Apa Sh”, “the holy Apa Sh., “the blessed Apa Sh.” “Apa Sh.” (4 Mart. 87-105 passim); 
dialogue representant forms: inoufe (irreverent), apa inoufe (reverent). 
ioulios pboethos/ioulios premkbehs/ioulios pkometaresios/premkbehs 
“Julius the boethos”, “Julius of K.’\ “Julius the commentariensis”, “he of K.”; DIA¬ 
LOGUE: ioulios (4 Mart.ll8fT.,125f.) 

piarkhangelos ethouab gabriel “the holy Archangel Gabriel” (DV II passim); DIA¬ 
LOGUE: gabriel, e.g. 251, 253, 280). 


215 harweg 1970 is one of the few to refine the issue of representation in this respect. 
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(4) Main representation forms in the “Legend of Hilaria” (Leg. Iff.): 

The protagonist (Hilaria): . W 

NARRATIVE DIALOGUE 

(1) tmakaria “the blessed” (3) pason/paeidt Marion “my brother 

/father Hilarion 

tmakaria Maria “the blessed Hilaria” Marion pesiour l : 

“Hilarion the eunuch” 

tmakaria mparthenos “the blessed virgin” 

(2) tnoc nleere “the elder daughter” (4) tnoc “the elder, fern.” 

tefieere “his daughter” tetmmau “that one, fern.” 

NOTE: (1) In the main plot. 

(2) In the preamble and denouement 2I6 . 

(3) After H. takes the vows: masculine 217 . 

(4) In the King's correspondence with the monastic authorities. 

Marginal and background characters (in narrative): 

zbnon prro/prro “King Zeno”, “the King” 

pepresbuteros etouaab apa panbo/apa panbb “the holy priest Apa P.” “Apa P.” 

(5) Protagonist-name representation listing for the “Legend of Archellites” (Leg. 14ff.): 


NARRATIVE 

petmmau “this/that one” 

Arkheilites “Archellites” 
phrlire ettaieu A . 
pesiire “her son” 
pSire lem “the child” 
plere Sim etsmamaat A . 
ppetouaab (A.) — the usual form 
peipetouaab A. 

Some instances from ottexts: 

NARRATIVE 

piarkhangelos mikhael “Archangel Michael” 

arianos phegemon “Arianos the Hegemon” 
prro diokletianos “King D.” 
dioklitianos “D.” 


DIALOGUE 


arkheilites “Archellites” 
peihriire arkheilites “this youth A 
palere / poulere “my/your son” 


ppetouaab “the holy one” 
arkheilites pmonakhos “A. the monk” 

DIALOGUE 

(i anok pe) mikhael “(I am) Michael” 

(4 Mart. 104) 

arianos “Arianos” (ibid.86 ) 

prro (address) “O King!” (ibid. 
83ff.) 


(6) Representative cohesion in expositive texts (here illustrated by Catena, a hermeneut¬ 
ical essay) includes the especially intriguing case of reference to lexeme verbal-naming 
("name-assigning”) by determinated glossing (thematic) repetition of the zero-determinated, 
lemmatic “named” lexeme, with a significantly full range (paradigm) of determination in the 
representation (which naturally depends also on the syntactic status of the representant): 

"0— Q": t pneuma\.. t pneuma\'bsh\..'osh'(\9%) 

"0— INDEFINITE”: ‘noutL/han-noutt" (predicative indef.det., 207) 

"0— DEFINITE”: ‘refjiouP...'pi-refiiou? (generic det., 204) 

'nisti niaP./pi-nisti nsaf (cataphoric det., 197) 

* entoli ’... * lien told nte-phiot' (cataphoric det., 206) 

sen *mathetes f *kleronomos\..*niseri ouoh mmathetes ouoh nkleronomos* (anaphoric 
det., 199) 

“0— deictic”: *aule\.:tai-aul? (205) 

“INDEFINITE—DEFINITE”: ‘ou-entoli mberV... l ti-entole mberi' (214) 

Note also the following: 

(“That which is named in the world (and) spoken in people’s mouth as) noute rmmao 
hiangelos # hneu ne nnoute e hneu ne nrmmao e hneu ne nangelos ‘“god’, “great man*, ‘angel*; 
What are the gods, what are the great men, what are the angels?” (Keph.125); the dialogic 
sequence “0- 0- definite ”, in: sophia peparan # ou hoof pe sophia U tsophia mpnoute te 
thermeneia mparan # # “My name is ‘Sophia’”; “What is ‘Sophia’?”; “The wisdom (‘sophia’) 
of God is the meaning of my name” (4 Mart. 108; the representation here is rhematic). 

(b ) Links: PRECEDENT representation is effected by personal (“independent” i.e. 
lexemic, “suffix-” or cataphoric-demonstrative) pronouns: 

(1) immediate PN: (In dialogue): akthon adorn “Where are you, Adam V (Gen.3:9); anok PN: 
see 2.2.2.3; and note, in Bohairic, the absence of ha- serving as a rule to introduce APPs 
heralded by interlocutive personal pronouns). 

(2) mediate PN: (In narrative): aftonf nje-kain “He arose, Cain” (Gen.4:8). In phrasal extent, 
paL.fpai or pei- je- + PN, see 2.2.2.4J. 

(c) DELIMITATIONS: name introduction m . The first occurrence of a PN in a text or 
subtext may be (a) in a formal naming introduction or in a deictic or indefinite name-specifying 
phrase , or in an APP + PN appositive phrase; (b) grammatically unmarked (uncharacterized 
as first occurrence), i.e. abrupt. The latter case is interesting, being one of extra- or inter- 
textual presupposition of familiarity (prius notio ), which determines immediately (for the 
given text its intertextual-cultural context) a basic and grammatically significant subdivision 
of the PN repertory 219 . 

(1) INTRODUCED NAMING: 

oushime epesran pe beronike asaherats mpoue pejas je- “A woman called Veronike stood afar 
and said:” (Nicod.89) 


216 Elsewhere, tefieere “his daughter” refers to the king’s younger daughter (Theopiste), - 
tessone or teskoui nsbne (“her [little sister”). 

217 “She” is the usual reference to Hilaria’s sister (except for the lone slip in p.6). 


218 On text-openings, in general (also with reference to PN grammar) see harweg 1968, 
1971b: 149f., 1979:152fT. 

219 On the issues of text-initial PNs and familiarity, see harweg 1979:169f., 319. 
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! nterefshai etpenagisje idhannespe pran mplire koui “having written on the tablet that the 

name of the little boy is John” (4 Mart. 120) 
neowhourdmi je-ioseph “There was a man called Joseph” (MortJos.2) 
oumou nal nretipetlle ethre-pai je-iakdbos mou nhitf“ What kind of death is it befitting 
that this James should die ?” (AM II 34f.) 

ashe eujoi efnascer eupolisje-saralea “She found a ship sailing to a town called S.” (Leg.3) 
neunte-anna de thime nkiedpa tmaau ntetheodokos etouab maria ousdne mmau epesran pe 
maria , tai etoumoute eros je-tmagdaline “And Anna, Kleopa’s wife, the mother of the holy 
God’s Mother Mary, had a sister whose name was Mary, she who is called Magdalene” 
(Om.p.28) 

aslope de mpeouoeil mpmainoute nrro zenon “It happened in the time of the God-loving 
king Zeno” (Leg.l) 

anok ainias peprotektor neio nhebraios nsorp “I., Aeneas the protector, was at first a 
Hebrew” (Nicod.l) 

anok pe arianos phegemon tikeleue“l , Arianos th e hegemon, do command” (4 Mart. 114) 
anok idhannis mn-senoute pason eishaimpaeidt apa zakharias ... “I, John and Shenoute my 
brother, (I) writing to my father Apa Zacharias” (VC 6) 

tiouol etrekjit etpolis rakote “I wish you to take me to the town Rakote” (Leg.3) 

(2) UNINTRODUCED NAMNG: 

First and foremost, of course, the Scriptural sub-inventory of names. On the very first 
page (to give an example) of a “Panegyric on St. John” (DV112ff.), we find the following 
names - a basic Scriptural repertory - unintroduced as such: iesous pleri nnaue , samouel 
piprophites, elias , eliseos , isaias , ieremias , ioannes , tiparthenos ethouab maria , iesous 
pkhristos . Consider also the following cases: sinuthiospetshai nbakanos “This is Sinuthios 
writing to Bacanos”(Chass.94)—pragmmatically familiar; in tiouos etrekei nmmai eliet “I 
want you to come with me to Scetis” (Leg.4) we have a placename from an intertextually 
familiar background repertory. 

Obs. The case of titular superscriptions is in many respects noteworthy and calls for 
special attention. Beside their clear text-bounding role, in which they function similarly 
to other external ad-textual elements such as colophons, “/w/wen”. (and “99”), “is khs" 
(i.e. “Jesus Christ”) etc., and having a macrosyntactic relation to the text following them 
that is anything but simple, form an intriguing textological and text-grammatical 
entity of their own. Macrosyntactically, the interdependence of superscription and text 
may be seen alternatively as (a) phrasal (specifying-appositive, with the superscription 
equivalent to a cataphoric deictic pronominal), or (b) wexa/(with remarkable affinity to a 
naming constructions, with the superscription (macrosyntactically) thematic PN- 
equivalent “naming” or labelling the text (epitaph texts are comparable to a degree). At 
the same time, we have the text onomastically encapsulated in its title, which (in the 
Coptic martyrological-hagiographical genre here examined) supplies: (1) the protagonis- 
tic name, with basic biographical information including a pivotal generic catch-word 
such as bios “life” or marturia “martyrdom”, (2) circumstantial background and frame 
names (genealogy, time and place), (3) metatextual names (author, scribe, chronicler, 
preacher-deliverer): timarturia nte-piagios kuriakos piarkhiepiskopos nierousalem phe 
etajjimi mpistauros ethouab nte-pencdis iesous pekhristos nem anna tefmau henouhirene 
nte-phnouti hamen “The Martyrdom of St.Kyriakos the Archbishop of Jerusalem, he who 
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found the holy Cross of our Lord Jesus Christ together with Anna his mother. In God’s 
peace, Amen” (AM II9). Consider the following, a perfectly normal if somewhat overly 
circumstantial instance: “An Encomium delivered by Christ’s holy confessor, he who 
wished for the distinction of martyrdom, holy Abba Theodore, Archbishop of Antioch; it 
being in honour of Christ’s Martyrs and victorious Champions, St. Theodore the Eastern 
and St. Theodore the General (he who killed the great Dragon and saved the small son of 
the widow of the city of Euchetus, whereby Christ’s name was glorified) that he delivered 
it; it being in the Topos of St. Theodore the Eastern that he delivered this Encomium on 
their deserts, while most of the people were assembled in the church celebrating the 
General on his worthy memorial day, that is on the 20th day of the month Epep, it being 
the very same day of the consacration of the Topos of St. Theodore the Eastern; for there 
had not yet been erected an oratory for St. Theodore the General, and his holy feast was 
held in the Topos of the Eastern Champion. In peace from God, Amen.” Note here (1) 
the network of multiple names, representing in a telescoped fashion the hierarchy of 
textual operators but adding metatextual naming and circumstances as well; (2) the 
unintroduced name-occurrence; familiarity is taken for granted, but this may be cata¬ 
phoric in a macrosyntactic sense; lexemes too are as a rule definite; this predication-less, 
indefinite-quantification-less, prius-notio- assuming world reminds one of the somewhat 
paradoxical “imposed” definiteness, or narrator-audience contract for a provisional 
“suspension of unfamiliarity” expressed by a metaphorical “well-informedness” or 
definiteness of text-openings (see note 218), but also of the reduced grammar of news¬ 
paper headlines; (3) the Second Perfect, as a rule absent in true historical narrative, 
marking here the projection of the narrative onto the expository plane; (4) the character¬ 
istic appositive expansion of PNs and some APPs, neutralizing the opposition of distinc¬ 
tive vs. non-distinctive description. 

(d) DELIMITATIONS: REiNTRODUCTlorf 20 , significant especially in the case of multiple PNs 
(see below), has both the text-junctural implication of (sub-)initiality and (in a multiple-name 
net work) of role-switching, exchange of attention: 

(1) unmarked or weakly marked repeated-name reintroduction: ...autame-paise # nteunou de 
ntafsdtm nci-paese apefhet nkah emate aftooun affi... “...and they told P. # The moment P. 
heard, his heart was very sore, he arose and he took...” (4 Mart.36). Note the concurrence of 
prosodic and name-referential indications of (relative) independence. 

(2) Names are markedly reintroduced in various constructions involving junction with 
demonstratives of the “this” type (narrative and expositive textemes): pat je tinou 
etesumedn pe... “Now this one, namely Simon...” (DV II 8); pahiozias phai... “this very 
Josias...” (ibid 7If.) and, probably the most specialized reintroduction construction, viz. 
pai/pei - je-, “this one/this... called X” (which corresponds to a special introduction one, 
oua/ou-je- “one/a... called X”, above, 2.2.2.4) as well as other, less common constructions, 
like /W+ etmmau “X there” or pei-+PN “this X”, see 0.2.2c. 

(3) particles — interclausal connectives — are heavily employed, conjointly with var¬ 
ious PN + pronoun junctions, for marking name as reintroduced in narrative: 

nthof men iona “True, he, Jonas,...” (DV II 40), hote oun etafmou nji-naboukhodonosor 

220 Cf. WEINRICH 1977:175, I78f. (the reintroduced name as exponent of'‘narrator's perspec¬ 
tive”). See 0.2.2c above for syntactic “phoricizing” of PNs (for prosodic means, cf. harweg 
1971b: 146f.). 
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p 0ur o ... “When he had died, then, N...” (ibid. 93), pimakarios oun iohames afsenaf" Now, the 
blessed John went...” (/W<£ 135). 

2.4.3.2 Prominent juncture environments and boundaries of multiple PNs. 

Here we encounter two kinds of complication of the reference issues: first, the 
syntagmatic problem of representation in the interference range of two or more names 
whih the consequent “role switching” or reintroduction; this is beyond deubt the most 
important constructional aspect of multiple naming. Second, the paradigmatic and 
syntagmatic aspects of introducing several names into"the texture: 

(a) LINKS: representation 

narrative: afsenaf nje-mduses nem-aaron ouohpejdou “He went, Moses and Aaron, and 
they said...” (Ex.5:11) — note the difference between the cataphoric and anaphoric reference 
forms. 

DIALOGUE: ntok mn-thomas mn-matthaios nentautaas netn... “It is you and Thomas and 

Matthew to whom it was given.” (PS 71), nthok pe etijoust ebol hajdk “It is you I am 

waiting for”(DV II 12) — note the tell-tale interlocutive anaphoric reference to the name 
group, which, in a delocutive cotext, would be resumed by delocutive anaphoric pronoun. 


NARRATIVE AND DIALOGUE REFERENCE OPPOSED: 
“The Seven Sleepers” (Leg.32ff.): 


(dekios prro “King D.”) 


(SEVEN PROTAGONISTIC 
NAMES) 


NARRATIVE 
(1) dekios prro 
“King Decius” 
dekios “Decius” 
prro “the King” 


(3) akhillites/neftber 
“A./his friends” 
diometes “D ” 


DIALOGUE 

(4) prro “O King” 
penjoeis prro “O 
Lord King” 

(5) “zero address” 


(9) neipetouaab “these 
holy ones” 
neiapostates 
“these renegades” 
nentaurapostates 
“they that turned 
renegades” 


(6) dekios prro “King 
Decius” 

' (7) dekios prro 
‘ nanomos “Decius 
’ the lawless King” 

(J^psaJ/“the Seven” (8) nitere sem etmmau 
netouaab “the holy ones” “these youths” 
neipetouaab “these holy netnlere “your 
ones” sons” 

mmarturos “the martyrs” akhillites “A.” 
neimarturos “these martyrs” 


Note: (3) The introduction of a textlogical hierarchy with the progress of the narrative 
divides the Seven in narrative (not dialogic!) reference into two subgroups subse¬ 
quently carefully distinguished: Akhillites (the leader) and Diomedes (the “steward”) vs, 
the others; the full list of all the protagonists occurs (other than in the title) only in the 
reintroducing epilogue (Leg.61); (4) allocutive: reverential address; (5)allocu- 
TIVE: no explicit address other than the 2nd person pronominal one characterizes an 
irreverential address attitude (note the intimateness implied by the use of a PN represent¬ 
ing itself — cf. the familiar idiomatic reprimand “She’s the Cat’s mother” on a dialogic 
pronominal respresentation of an “important” PN, vis. “Mother”); (6) DELOCUTIVE: 
non-commital; (7) DELOCUTIVE: irreverential; (h) non-committal; (i) stand-taking 
(manifested by pejorativesis here characteristic of dialogic reference; “the(se) holy ones” 
(2,9) is both the unmarked form (non-attitudinal) of narrator’s reference and the reveren¬ 
tial attitudinal dialogic form; the demostrative nei- “these” is then syntagmatic-deictic or 
paradigmatic-deictic, respectively; the attributes of “martyrhood” and “age” occurs 
exclusively in narrative and dialogue, respectively (b, h), while “holiness” is a neutral 
attribute. 

Obs, Irreverential address attitude is sharply distinguished from reverential one in the 
martyrologies, especially (on the part of the would-be martyr) by the avoidance of any 
PN address, apart from the many invectives and the neutral “O King” (prro); on the other 
hand, the King addresses the martyr paternally by his name (consider AM 11 15,28,201); 
his is in this respect no different from divine or angelic address (ibid. 106, 111, 116,120). 

(b) DELIMITATIONS : introduction. PNs are introduced by specific constructions, often 
involving indefinite APPs. 

narrative: neoun-ousere semdeepsere pe noustratelates epefran pebasilitis aud pran 
mpsere kouipe eusebios nterefnau eneshai afos ebol... “There was a youth, he being the son 
of a General whose name was B., the son’s name being Eusebius; having seen the writing, 
he cried out:...” (4 Mart.84); (The King had no male sons, [but] only two female 
daughters) tnoc de nseere nepesran pehllaria tkouide nepesran pe theopiste “The elder was 
called H., the younger was called Th.” (Leg.2). 

Obs. The existential (“basic”) naming pattern is markable for narrative (or, put differ¬ 
ently, it may be incorporated into narrative texture) by means of the preterite converter 
ne-, unless it is integrated into a different cohesive texture of a more limited extent, e.g. 
that of a phrasal unit, by the circumstantial converter. 

DIALOGUE: # # nim ne netnran U heliaspe paran aud peikeoua pe pamoun # # “What is 
your names? My name is Elias, and this other is P.” (4 Mart.95); the delimitation of the 
allocution from the response substructures is here unmistakable, effected by (1) the 
personal exchange, (2) the patterns themelves, (3) the adjacence of PNs and pro-PNs ( ran 
and helias). A secondary boundary is signalled by different Nominal Sentence patterns, 
between the locutive and delocutive constituents of the response). 

(c) Unintroduced first name-occurrence (presupposition of familiarity), characterized by 
absence of intoducing exponents, is also recognizable by DEFINITE APPs in phrase 
with the PN. It is encountered in narrative or in delocutive reference in dialogue. 
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NARRATIVE: abraham peneiot nefouds pe etrehensere sope naf ebol hensarra... eafjpo 
nisaak ebol hnsarra “Abraham our Father wished that he may have children out of Sarah 
(and thus God gave A. a son) having begotten Isaac out of Sarah” (IV 26), paijori 
2...eisaji etheodorospianatoleus nem theodorospistratelates “These two heroes...I mean 
Theodore the Eastern and Theodore the General” (Theod.3), iesous pseri nnaue afiri 
nhannoc mmeini...paireti on samouel piprophetes nem-elias em-eliseos nem-esaias...me 
idhannes cost ehote-nai terou... “Jesus son of Naue did great signs (miracles)...so too 
Samuel the prophet, Elias, Elisaeos, Jesaias...is John more exalted than all these?” (DVII 
12), neun-ourdme hn-smoun tpolis eunoc mpragmateus pe “There was a man in the town 
Shmoun who was a great merchant” (4 Mart.35). 

DELOCUTIVE unintroduced REFERENCE IN DIALOGUE: 

kaldspasdtp theodoros ajos nleontiospamenrit “Well, Theodore my elect, tell my beloved 
Leontios.(AM 148), (“The angel said to me:) phaipepjajimphnoutinem-niromi...phai 
pe etafsorem ndiokletianos nem-maximinianos niouroou nrefsamse-eidolon...“ This is the 
enemy of God and men... It is this one that led astray Diocletian and Maximilian the 
idolatrous kings” (ibid. 50), heppe is theodoros pianatoleos afi ejen-tenou “Behold, Theo¬ 
dore the Eastern has come uopn you!” (ibid. 51). 

ADDRESS can of course be considered a kind of introduction: aii harok on 6 ariane “I 
have come before you again, O Arianos” (AM I 117). 

(d) Names in titular superscriptions are usually unintroduced, rarely pres¬ 
ented by a basic naming construction. NB: constructions with indefinite APPs in phrase 
with PNS do not occur: 

pbios ntmakaria hllaria tseere mpmainoute nrro zenon pentafhistorize mmof nje-ppetouaab 
apa panbo... “The life of the blessed Hilaria, daughter of the God-loving king Zeno, told 
by the holy one Apa P.” (Leg.l), tmarturia mpsasf nsere sem ethnephesos tpolis 
hmpeouoeis ndekiosprro etenaine neuran akhilletes.diomites.probatios sabbatios eugenios 
kuriakos Stephanos, ntaujdk de ebol nteumarturia hnsou-joute mpebot mesoure hnoueirene 
ntepnoute smou eron amen “The martyrdom of the seven youth of the city of Ephesos, in 
the time of King Decius. These are their names: A., D., P., S., Eu., K., S.; they 
consummated their martyrdom on the 20th day of the month Mesoure. In God’s Peace. 
Bless us. Amen.” (Leg.32). Observe that a hierarchical subgrouping (Arkhellites, Dio- 
medes vs. all the rest) is signalled in the title by order and punctuation (absence of 
full-stop as mark of in-group cohesion). 

(e) LINKS + delimitations in NARRATIVE: complex representation contours, 
including role-switching representation, reintroduction. The formal issue here is the 
opposition of reasserted (reiterated) PN and anaphoric personal/demonstrative pronoun ; 
the marked term here seems often to be the reiteration of PNs, (a) as a kind of “explicit 
pronoun” identification; (b) as determiners of smaller juncture-subchains, (c) as signals 
of role-switching. (In certain syntactic statuses, e.g. satellital after the nota relationis , 
role-switching is not signalled by reiterated names.) Consider the following progressive 
typology, selective but representative to a degree, at least of the relatively simple types: 
(1) Two-name paradigm: several constructions to express alternating (binary) role¬ 
switching or exchange in the narrative/dialogue seam, common in conversations. The 
simplest of these, peje... peje... “said X... said Y...”, is not the most prevalent; usually we 
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find pejaf“ He said” with the PN either topicalized (“X, he said”) or ] 
said, X”) in the first, and some indication of response, e.g. afouosb nci...\ 
je “He answered, X., ([and] said/saying):...”) in the second of the two c 
the response constituent of the dialogue being usually the marked orn 
Reg.l0:15f., 15-22-26, 20:4-5, Nicod. passim , e.g. 42f., 61ff., 179). In al 
case, the reference-chain is simple and closed. 

(2) Two-name phrase — simple, “closed” reference-chains: ABEL phi 
“ABEL whom CAIN murdered” (Gen.4:25). 

(3) Multiple-name concatenated or progressive-linear reference-chain: 
erence to last occuring name : (parkhangelos GABRIEL afti mparistoh 
afsmou ePNOUTE“( The Archangel GABRIEL) he gave DANIEL the mornii 
blessed GOD” (Freer 149). 

(4) Thematic reassertion or reintroduction of the last-occurring nanr 
concatenation of names: # # afi nje-PHlLiPOS afjos nANEDREAS # / 
PHJLIPPOS aui aujos nlESOUS # iesous de aferoud... “PHILIP went ar 
ANDREW and PHILIP told JESUS; JESUS answered...” (Catena 210). 

(5) Two-name network: distinction of obstinate (pronominal-chain ii 
obstinate name: apasamouel de afti-metanoia nAPAAKATHOU hijennt 
efjo mmos... “But apasamuel did obeisance to apaakathou on hi 
saying... ” (Sam.5) 

(6) Two-name network: obstinate vs. non-obstinate name distinction, 
role-switching, reference-chain-delimiting reassertion of obstinate nar 
relESOUS auo efjo nneisaje erePHlLlPPOS hmoos efshai nsaje nim eterell 
aPHILlPPOS ei ethe afouost enouerete nlESOUS efjo mmos “It happened 
finished saying these words, as PHILIP was sitting, writing everythii 
saying, PHILIP came forward, he threw himself down, kissed JESUS’s f< 
32), eita mnnsasomte nrompe efmen ebol hnnefaskesis etnasoou nci-AP, 
SAMOUEL loipon aPJOEis cm-psine nAPAAKA THOU afnkotk afsone auo nte 
efenkotk ereAPASAMOUEL diakonei erof... effeimpefroous hnhdb nim mn 
nci-APAAKATHOUapefpneuma kob ejen-APASAMOUELpefsere “ Afterwarc 
when they ('he'), APAAKATHOU and-APASAMUEL were (‘was’) persist 
practices of ascesis, then the Lord visited APAAKATHOU, he lay dow 
spent three months lying down, apasamuel ministering to him..., he 
in all matters. Thereafter, he departed (“laid him to rest’), apaakat 
doubled upon APASAMUEL his son” (Sam.5). Note here the ambivale 
of the two 3rd-person masculine pronouns (“he!” and “he 2 ), reso 
reference contour: the “new” name (apaakathou) does initiate its ov 
but on this is superimposed the more “inert” one of the prior name 
which is in this sense overruling. 

(7) Multiple-name network; ABRAHAM peneiot nefouds pe etrehens 
hnSARRA auo SARRA nesouos pe etrehensere sope nas ebol hnABRAh 
ntaPJOEISPNOUTE ti nousere nABRAHAM eafjpo nISAAK ebol hn-SARRA... 
mmerit... eaujpo nESAU mn-lAKOB ealSAAK de smou elKAOB ebol hitr 
nHREBBEKA tmaau niAKOB eaESAU sope nhmhal nlAKOB ABRAHAM ot 
have children out of SARAH and SARAH wished to have children out 
thus the LORD GOD gave ABRAHAM a son, he having begotten ISAAC 
became a beloved son to them. And they begat ESAU and JACOB, IS^ 
m * n k.r rmn nn * Hvirp of rebecca the mother of JACOB, ESA1 
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\RRATIVE: abraham peneidt nefouds pe etrehensere sope naf ebol hensarra... eafjpo 
saakebol hnsarra “Abraham our Father wished that he may have children out of Sarah 
nd thus God gave A. a son) having begotten Isaac out of Sarah” (IV 26), paijori 
eisaji etheodorospianatoleus nem theodorospistratelates “These two heroes...I mean 
heodore the Eastern and Theodore the General” (Theod.3), iesous pseri nnaue afiri 
lannoc mmeini...paireti on samouel piprophetes nem-elias em-eliseos nem-esaias...me 
hannes cosi ehote-nai terou... “Jesus son of Naue did great signs (miracles)...so too 
imuel the prophet, Elias, Elisaeos, Jesaias.Js John more exalted than all these?” (D VII 
0, neun-ourome hn-smoun tpolis eunoc mpragmateus pe “There was a man in the town 
imoun who was a great merchant” (4 Mart.35). 

ELOCUTIVE unintroduced REFERENCE IN DIALOGUE: 

xlospasotp theodoros ajos nleontiospamenrit “Well, Theodore my elect, tell my beloved 
jontios...” (AM 148), (“The angel said to me:) phaipepjajimphnoutinem-niromi...phai 
etafsdrem ndiokletianos nem-maximinianos niouroou nrejsamse-eidoton...“This is the 
lemy of God and men... It is this one that led astray Diocletian and Maximilian the 
olatrous kings” (ibid.50), heppe is theodorospianatoleos aft ejen-tenou “Behold, Theo- 
>re the Eastern has come uopn you!” (ibid. 51). 

3DRESS can of course be considered a kind of introduction: aii harok on 6 ariane “I 
ive come before you again, O Arianos” (AM I 117). 

) Names in titular superscriptions are usually unintroduced, rarely pres¬ 
sed by a basic naming construction. NB: constructions with indefinite APPs in phrase 
th PNS do not occur: 

hos ntmakaria hllaria tleere mpmainoute nrro zendn pentafhistorize mmofnje-ppetouaab 
'a panbd ... “The life of the blessed Hilaria, daughter of the God-loving king Zeno, told 
the holy one Apa P.” (Leg.l), tmarturia mpsalf nsere sent ethnephesos tpolis 
npeouoeil ndekiosprro etenai ne neuran akhilletes.diomites.probatios sabbatios eugenios 
iriakos stephanos.ntaujdk de ebol nteumarturia hnsou-joute mpebot mesoure hnoueirene 
epnoute smou eron amin “The martyrdom of the seven youth of the city of Ephesos, in 
e time of King Decius. These are their names: A., D., P., S., Eu., K., S.; they 
nsummated their martyrdom on the 20th day of the month Mesoure. In God’s Peace, 
ess us. Amen.” (Leg.32). Observe that a hierarchical subgrouping (Arkhellites, Dio¬ 
des vs. all the rest) is signalled in the title by order and punctuation (absence of 
11 -stop as mark of in-group c^J&sion). 

) LINKS + delimitations IN NARRATIVE: complex representation contours, 
eluding role-switching representation, reintroduction. The formal issue here is the 
(position of reasserted (reiterated) PN and anaphoric personal/demonstrative pronoun ; 
e marked term here seems often to be the reiteration of PNs, (a) as a kind of “explicit 
onoun” identification; (b) as determiners of smaller juncture-subchains, (c) as signals 
role-switching. (In certain syntactic statuses, e.g. satellital after the nota relationis , 

1 e-switching is not signalled by reiterated names.) Consider the following progressive 
pology, selective but representative to a degree, at least of the relatively simple types: 

) Two-name paradigm: several constructions to express alternating (binary) role- 
itching or exchange in the narrative/dialogue seam, common in conversations. The 
nplest of these, peje... peje... “said X... said Y...”, is not the most prevalent; usually we 


find pejaf“ He said” with the PN either topicalized (“X, he said”) or postpositive (“he 
said, X”) in the first, and some indication of response, e.g. afouolb nci...(pejaf/efjd mmos) 
je “He answered, X., ([and] said/saying):...”) in the second of the two dialogue-openers, 
the response constituent of the dialogue being usually the marked one. (For exx., see 1 
Reg.l0:15f., 15-22-26, 20:4-5, Nicod .passim, e.g. 42f., 61ff., 179). In all but the simplest 
case, the reference-chain is simple and closed. 

(2) Two-name phrase — simple, “closed” reference-chains: ABEL pheetaKAlN hothbef 
“ABEL whom CAIN murdered” (Gen.4:25). 

(3) Multiple-name concatenated or progressive-linear reference-chain: pro-nominal ref¬ 
erence to last occuring name : (parkhangelos GABRIEL afti mparistoh nDANlEL afoudm 
afsmou ePNOUTE^i The Archangel GABRIEL) he gave Daniel the morning meal, he ate, he 
blessed GOD” (Freer 149). 

(4) Thematic reassertion or reintroduction of the last-occurring name in a progressive 
concatenation of names: # # aft nje-PHlLlPOS afjos hanedreas # andreas on nem- 
PHILIPPOS aui aujos nIESOUS # IESOUS de aferoud... “PHILIP went and told ANDREW; 
ANDREW and PHILIP told JESUS; JESUS answered...” (Catena 210). 

(5) Two-name network: distinction of obstinate (pronominal-chain initiating) vs. non¬ 
obstinate name: apasamouEl de afti-metanoia rapaakathou hijennefeij mnnefouerete 
efjo mmos... “But apasamuel did obeisance to apaakathou on his hands and feet, 
saying... ” (Sam.5) 

(6) Two-name network: obstinate vr. non-obstinate name distinction, complicated by a 
role-switching, reference-chain-delimiting reassertion of obstinate names: aslope dente- 
relESOUS auo efjo nneilaje erePHiLIPPOShmoos efshai nsajenim eterelESOUS jo mmoou... 
aPHlLlPPOS ei ethe afouolt enouerete nIESOUS efjo mmos “It happened, after JESUS had 
finished saying these words, as PHILIP was sitting, writing everything that JESUS was 
saying, PHILIP came forward, he threw himself down, kissed JESUS’s feet, he said...” (PS 
32), eita mnnsalomte nrompe efmen ebol hnnefaskesis etnaloou nci -apaakathou mnAPA- 
SAMOUEL loipon aPJOElS cm-psine n apaakathou afnkotk afsone auo nteihe afersomt nebot 
efenkotk ereAPASAMOUEL diakonei erof... effeimpefroous hnhbb nim mnnsos afmton mmof 
nci-APAAKATHOU apefpneuma kob ejen-A PA SAMO UEL pefsere "Afterwards, after three years 
when they (*he*), apaakathou and-APASAMUEL were (‘was’) persisting in their (‘his’) 
practices of ascesis, then the Lord visited apaakathou, he lay down, he sickened, he 
spent three months lying down, APASAMUEL ministering to him..., he taking care of him 
in all matters. Thereafter, he departed (“laid him to rest’), apaakathou, his spirit was 
doubled upon apasamuel his son” (Sam.5). Note here the ambivalence or homonymy 
of the two 3rd-person masculine pronouns (“he,” and “hej”), resolvable only by the 
reference contour: the “new” name (apaakathou) does initiate its own reference chain, 
but on this is superimposed the more “inert” one of the prior name (“apasamuel”), 
which is in this sense overruling. 

(7) Multiple-name network; abraham peneidt nefouds pe etrehensere lope naf ebol 
hnSARRA auo sarra nesouol pe etrehensere lope nas ebol hnABRAHAM auo tai te the 
ntaPJOEis pnoute tinousere n abraham eafjpo niSAAK ebolhn-SARRA... afsope nau noulere 
mmerit... eaujpo nESAU mn-IAKOB ealSAAK de smou elKAdB ebol hitmPNOUTE hmplojne 
nHREBBEKA tmaau nlAKOB eaiSAUlope nhmhalnIAKdB “ABRAHAM our father wished to 
have children out of SARAH and SARAH wished to have children out of abraham, and 
thus the LORD GOD gave abraham a son, he having begotten ISAAC our of Sarah... he 
became a beloved son to them. And they begat ESAU and JACOB, ISAAC having blessed 
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slave to JACOB” (IV 26-7). In this rather sophisticated and patterned tapestry of name- 
assertion and pronominal reference, clearly of great stylistic elaboration, the striking 
factor seems to be tension: (a) between PAIRS (Abraham and Sarah, Esau and Jacob) vs. 
and UNPAIRED name (the Lord God), (b) between the progressively introduced new 
names, all without formal first-occurrence (of assumed familiarity), and reasserted “old” 
ones (reintroduced in a kind of “backstepping”). 

Note the complex representation of a pair (plural delocutive pronoun), also that “obsti¬ 
nate” names constitute a[topic+ resumption] phrasal mini-chain. The opposition range 
MASCULINE; FEMININE; PLURAL carries the reference precision as far as possible. In the 
reference chains, all pronominal slots are either unambiguously filled or else replaced by 
a (reiterated) PN slot. As new names are progressively introduced, some become “obsti¬ 
nate” in their turn, others are reiterated with little or no resumption (e.g .pnoute “God”), 
thereby precluding the decoding of pronominal refrence to them (the pronoun in “he 
became a beloved son” cannot refer to “God"). When saturation of pronominal reference 
takes place, name reiteration becomes the rule rather than a reference alternant. 


* 
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ABBREVIATION CODES USED FOR TEXTUAL SOURCE REFERENCES: 


(For Scripture sources, the conventional abbreviations are used; the dialect notation refers to texts 
actually quoted or referred to in this work) 

Aegyptiaca: P. de Lagarde, Aegyptiaca , Goettingen 1883 

AM I, II: I. Balestri & H. Hyvemat, Acta Martyrum , Paris 1907, 1924 (CSCO) (Bohairic) 

Anc.: J. Leipoldt, “Epiphanius’ von Salamis Ancoratus in sahidischer Uebersetzung”, Leipzig, 
1902 (Sahidic) 

AP: C. Schmidt, Acta Pauli , Leipzig 1905 (Akhmimic) 

Apocr.Joh.: S. Giversen, Apocryphon Johannis, Copenhagen 1963 (Sahidic) 

Bal.: P. Kahle, Bala’izah , London 1954 (Sahidic) 

BM: British Library Coptic MSS, by Crum’s Catalogue (1909) numbering (Sahidic) 

Budge Misc.: E.A.T.W. Budge, Miscellaneous Coptic Texts in the Dialect of Upper Egypt, London 
1915 (Sahidic) 

Can. Apost.: Canones Apostolorum, in Aegyptiaca (Sahidic & Bohairic) 

Chass.: E. Chassinat y Le quatriime livre des entretiens et epttres de Shenouti, Cairo 1911 (Sahidic) 
Clem.: C. Schmidt, Der 1 Clemensbrief inaltkoptischer Uebersetzung, Leipzig 1908 (Akhmimic) 
Copt.Apocr.Gosp.: F. Robinson, Coptic Apocryphal Gospels , Cambridge 1896 (Sahidic) 

Diet.: W.E.Crum, A Coptic Dictionary , Oxford 1939 
Dorm. Mar.: De Dormitione Mariae , in Aegyptiaca (Bohairic) 

DVI, II: H. De \\s, Homelies copies de la Vaticane, Copenhagen 1922,1929 (Coptica) (Bohairic) 
Ep., W.E. Crum & Evelyn-White, H.G., The Monastery of Epfphanius at Thebes, New York 1926 
(Sahidic) 

Eudox.: T. Orlandi, Eudoxia and the Holy Sepulchre, Rome 1980 (Sahidic) 

Guirin: H. Guerin, Sermons inidits de Senouti, 1902-4 (Sahidic) 

Keph.: H.J. Polotsky; H.J.Polotsky and Boehlig ,Kephalaia, Stuttgart 1940,1960 (Subakhmimic) 
Kropp: A. Kropp, Ausgewaehlte koptische Zaubertexte , Bruxelles 1930 (Sahidic) 

KRU: W.E. Crum & G. Steindorff,Koptische fiechtsurkunden ausDjeme(Theben ), Leipzig 1912 
(Sahidic) 

Labib: P. Labib, Coptic Gnostic Papyri in the Coptic Museum at Old Cairo , Cairo 1956 
Leg.: J. Drescher, Three Coptic Legends, Cairo 1947 (Sahidic) 

Leyd.: W.Pleyte & P. A. A. Boeser, Manuscrits copies du Musie (fantiquites...a Leide , Leyden 1897 
(Sahidic) 

Man.Hom.: H.J. Polotsky, Manichaeische Homilien , Stuttgart 1934 (Subakhmimic) 

Man.Ps.: C.R.C. Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book , II, Stuttgart 1938 (Subakhmimic) 

4 Mart.: E.A.E. Reymond & J.W.B. Barns, Four Martyrdoms from the Pierpoint Morgan Coptic 
Codices , Oxford 1973 (Sahidic) 

Med.Habu: E. Stefanski & M. Lichtheim, Coptic Ostraca from Medinet Habu, Chicago 1952 
(Sahidic) 

ML: W. Till, Koptische Heiligen- und Martyrerlegenden, Rome 1935-6 (Sahidic) 

Mort.Jos.: De Morte Josephi , in Aegyptiaca (Bohairic) 

Mun.: H. Munier, Manuscrits coptes..., Cairo 1916 

NHC: Nag Hammadi Codices, referring to The Facsimile edition , Leiden 1972- (Sahidic, Sub¬ 
akhmimic, various blends of the two) 

Nicod.: T. Orlandi & M. Vandoni, Vangelo di Nicodemo, Varese-Milan 1966 (Bohairic) 
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Source Abbreviations 


Om.: A. Campagnano, Omelie copte , Milan 1980 (Sahidic) : 

Ostr.: W. Till, Die koptische Ostraka der Papyrussammlung der oesterreichischen Nationalbiblio- 
thek , Wien 1960 (Sahidic) 

P: Paris, Bibliothfcque Nationale, fonds copte (Sahidic) 

PS: C. Schmidt, Pistis Sophia, Copenhagen 1925 (Sahidic) 

Psote: T. Orlandi, II dossier copto del martire Psote, Milan 1978 

Rossi: I. Rossi, 7 papiri copti del museo egizio di Torino , Turin 1887-1892 (Sahidic) 

Ryl.: W.H. Crum, Catalogue of the Coptic Manuscripts in the John Ry lands Library, Manchester , 
Manchester 1909 (Sahidic) 

Sam.: A. Alcock, Samuel of Kalamoun (Sahidic), Warminster 1983 
Sap.Salom.: Sapientia Salomonis , in Aegyptiaca (Sahidic) 

Schutzbrief: W. Till, Koptische Schutzbriefe , 1938 (Sahidic) 

Shen.contra Orig.: T.Orlandi, Shenute contra Origenistas, Rome 1985 (Sahidic) 

ShT: W.E. Crum, Short Texts from Coptic Ostraca & Papyri , London 1921 (Sahidic) 

Sir.: Sophia Jesu Sirach (Ecclesiasticus) in Aegyptiaca (Sahidic) 

Theod: E.O. Winstedt, Coptic Texts on St. Theodore , London 1910 (Sahidic, Bohairic) 

VC: W.E. Crum, Varia Coptica , Aberdeen 1939 (Sahidic) 

Wess.9: C. Wessely, Studien zur Palaeographie und Papyruskunde, IX (Griechische und koptische 
Texte , I), Leipzig 1909 (Sahidic) 

III, IV: J. Leipoldt, Sinuthii vita et opera omnia , II, IV, Paris 1908, 1913 (CSCO) (Sahidic) 
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